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REHABILITATION, EDUCATION, TRAINING AND 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS' ADMINISTERED BY 
THE VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 



TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 1981 

House of Rsp^ENTA'nvES, 
SuBcoMMTPr^.bN Education, 
^ T^KAs^tk^ AND Employment, 

' ' % , Washington, RC 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to n6t^ at 8.30 a.m., in room . 
340, Cannon House Office Building, Hon! .ISobert W. Edgar (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. \^ 

Present: Congressmen Edgar, Boner, Daschle, He^Jder, and 
Smith of Or^on. 

. OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN EDGAR 

Mr. , Edgar. The Subcommittee on Education, Training and Em- 
ployment will come to order. ^ . 
Jpie purpose of^today's hearing will be to review veterans' educa- 
tl^, training ^d employment programs currently administered by 
the Veterans' Administration. 

I . Witnesses from the Veterans*^ Administration and the veterans' 
yservice organizations have been invited to testify on J;he effective- 
ness of three major veterans' programs covered under chapters 31, 
32, -eOSr^i of title 38, United States Code. Under review will be 
current and projected GI bill participation rates, the efp^veness 
of the current post Vietnam education program (VEAP), and the 
mandated improvements^ to the vocational rehabilitation program 
c^ed for by PuWic Law 96-466. ' 

We will also be hearing the views of these witnesses on proposed* 
legislation, H.R. 2391, introduced by pur colleague, Tom Daschle of 
South Dakota. ^ 

The'ljegislatioikovould extend education, training and employ- 
ment opportunities to certain disadvantaged Vietnem era vdferans, 
* in part, through the readjxistment counseling program— Operation 
Outreach. ' . ^ , 

Today, over 60,000 Vietnam era veterans have received a wide 
variety of readjustment counseling assistance from the 91 store- - 
front vet qenters across the country. ' / • ^ • 

The data collected to date has shown employment to be a serious 
problem among those seeking readjustment assistance. 

Thi9 legislation is designea to target empjojment and job train- 
ing assistance to that particular veteran population and assist vet 
center personnel in maintaining their current level of psychologi- 
cal^upport fbr their Vietnam veteran clients. 
^ • (1) I • ■ 



As the \nembers of the subcommittee know, eligibility for read- 
jtistme^nt counseling services is due to expire at the end of the 
fiscal year. • 

Two members of the full committee, Congressman Ron M6ttl and 
Congressman Don Edwards, have introduced, legislation whjich 
.^^ould extend those services. The full committee has also approved 
the fluids extending that program through fiscal year 1982. 

Ron Mottl, chairman of the Hospitals and Health Care Subcom- 
mittee, will be holding hearings on April 8 to review^ readjustment 
^^ounselin^g services currently provided by the Veterans' Adminis- 
tration. ' > w_ . 

Noting the legislation/ we will be reviewing today would also 
have an impact on that program. Chairman Mottl J^as asked me to 
extend an invitation to aU members of this subcoi^ittee who do , 
not serv6 on' both subcommittees' to attend these very important 
hearings. 

-__Jf^0Uj^an to attend, please notify a member of -the subcommit- 
teestaft * , >^'^ 

* '-It is a pleasure to welcoiie all of you here today. 

The ongoing education and training programs we will be review- 
ing are of cOTtinuing interest to thousands of Vietnam era and 
. disabled veterans.. The current effectiveness of the post-Vietnam 
era education program* has a direct bearing on the need for an 
extended and improved GI bill for an All-Vol^nteei^'Force, v ^ 
I look forward to the (A)servations and recommeiidations that we 
1 will hear today. 

V I would like to welcome you here. Miss Starbuck. I want to say 
that I Icibk forward to your testimony^. I. hope that we can have a 
very frank discussion about the projected levels for Vietnam era 
veterans* participation in the GI bill as well as an overall revievf of 
all the prc^am^imder your jurisdiction. 

I know it is difficult to come at 8:30 in the morning and to be , 
here in time to share your views bright eyed and awake, but it is 
important that we fit these heaHngs in on the massive schedule we 
have planned. • ' . . 

*^So welcome, and you may proceed Please introduce .those who 
are with you at ihe table. a ^] 3 

STATEMENT OF MISS DOROTHY L. STARBUCK, CHIEF ^ 
BENEFITS DIRECTOR, VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 

Miss Starbuck. Thank you> Mr. Chairman.^ 

To my immediate left, is Mr. Lewis Dollarhide, who is the A^tin^ 
Director of our Education Service; 

To my right^ Mr. Bob I^sland, of the General CounseFs Office; 

To his right/ Dr. Norwood J^illiams; who is .the Acting Director 
of the iVoc^tional Counseling and .RehaJbilitation 'Service. 
' Mr. Chairman, my statement, of necessity, in covering the items 
you«sked us to discuss/ is somewhat lengthy, and with your per- 
minion I Would submit it for the r.ecord and summarize so that we 
may get to questions. * - . - ^- 

. Mr.EifcAR. Without oWection, so ordered.^ * 
» ' Miss. Starbuck. You nad asked that we discuss the participation < 
^ in chapter 34, which is popularly, known as the GI educatioh bill. 

»Seep.3?. , , . * ' ' . 



3 . . 

We are, of COxxrse, facing a declining population who woul^ be 
eligiWe for this program; however, it continues at a rather hi^ 
] rate. 

In fiscal year 1979, we had 1.8 million trainees; in 1980, we had 
slightly over 1.2 million;- and in 1981 we anticipate that we will 
have slightly over 1.1 million. 

Bjecatifee of the eligibility running out, we estimate that in 1985 
this population will be down to less than a half -a million. 

However, traditionally the participants in the program do' contin- 
ue to participate^ education in the institutions of higher learning. 
Approximately 75. percent of those taking training are in such 
institutions. . * ^' ^ . 

^ THe cost orthi5 program, of course, as with* participation, does 
decline. In 1979 the costs were $2.8 billion; in 1980, the cost was* 
2.3. We anticipate the same cost for 19$1. By 1985 we will be down 
to, about $1 billion. ' » ^ , 

At the request of the Congress.in 1979, a survey of veterans was 
-vconducted to determine their participation in the program of edu- 
cation or training and to evaluate their accomplishments as a 
result of participation. * * 

The Veteraps^ » Administration contracted with the Census 
Bureau for inquiry of a selected nimaber of veterans. Hie informa- 
tics provided by the Census Bureau was provided to -Research 
Applications of Rockville, Md., for a^ independent analysis of the 
daftrwhicB had been gathered. , That analysis was forwarded to i the 
Congiress on March 20. - , 

to completion rates as shown by this study which was taken^<^ 
by the Census, it showed that 62.5 percent of those who had taken ^ 
college training completed that training. High school,. slightly less, ' 
50.3; Qfeht training, 77.4; other r^idential training, 63.7; corre- 
spondence, 62; apprenticeship training, 71; on-the-job, training, 74; 
and farm training, 76. 
I think these figures speak w6ll for the use and the' efificaqr of 
* this prograni for veterans. 

I would like to move now to s^e consideration of the chapter 32 
program, which is the all-volunteer participatory program in. which 
individuals may contribute anywjiere from $25 to $100 a month to 
a fimd which is maintained by the Veterans' Administr^ltion. The 
limit on this is, for the serviceman, |p,700. The Veterans' Adminis- 
tration jnatqhes this fund on a $2 for, $1 basis, and would, if a 
serviceman participated- to the maximum, have available for him 
an education fund exceeding $8,000. • - ' 

The legislation .permifs the.Dep^rtm&nt of Defense to add to tlie 
individual's fund funds up t6 $12,000. This would then make availa- 
ble to an individual that added fund for educational purposes. 
. In the Department^ of Defense Authorization Act of 1980, the 
Department of Defense, was authorized to make an individual's 
contributions for him and, in addition to that, that legislation 
authorized the individual to, after a required period of service,/ 
assign the benefits to a dependent wife or child. I gues^ I sh9ula 
say spouse" siiice it would affect also female veterans. ^, ^ / 
This test program, known as VEAP, was to terminate iji 1981 
unless the President, before Junewof 1981, rfecommended to ttie 
G)ngresi?^th6t the program be continued. 



This 'Was considered when the* Department of Defense Authorisa- 
tion Act was being considered, ana the conference report recom- 
mended that the contributory program bfe ext^ded to June 30 of 
1982, in ordeKto allow the Department of Defense to fully imple- 
rtient and test the pilot program. • * 

The 1-year extension which was cited in the conference report 
has beep reflected in the agency's 1982 budget, and we will be 
proposing legislation to extend the program for another year. 

The participation in tfiis program, the contributory program, has 
not at any time been what was expected. • . 

Through, January of 1981, we have had a total of 321,159 partici«- 
, pants. There are currently active injthe program 183,429. 

Of those who have participated, 55,580 have suspended contribu- 
tions but liave not asked for refunds. This money remains available 
for matching and for either refund or use in .educational benefits 
by the serviceman, or he may opt again to make contributions to 
the maximum. • . 

We have, unfortunately, had 82,152 persons terminate and take 
refunds of the money which they hdd contributed. This refund rdte 
has skyrocket^. * 

Jn the first year of the |)r9gram, in 1977, only 2 percent of those 
participants in tjtje program asked for refunds. In 1980, this went to 
40 percent, and the record in 1981 looks like refunds could go 
higher than that 40 percent. 

We feel that these refund requests ar^ a direct result of the 
economic situation in the country, and the monetary needs of the 
service personnel are mbre important at the moment in day-to^ay 
living than to the futuf e. ^ ^> ^ 

The first enlistment' date, or the first eligibility date for anyone 
participating in this program, caife in calendar year 1980 when 
participation was very Ibw, but the participation is increasing. 

We feel that the Department of Defense ^should be given the 
opportunity to review their test program. As I mentioned, we will 
be submitting a proposal to extend the contributory program to 
allow the Department of Defense to do that. 

Moving now into our vocational rehabilitatioj| and education 
program, under chapter 31, the changes made bjr Public Law '96- 
466 hacj effective dates in October and April. 

The 17-percerit increase in benefits was implemented on Octobjer 
. I! We have implemented the following provisions in October: Non- 
^aid training of an individual who was working in a Federal 
agency has been changed to pay him or her at the institutional 
rather than the on-the-job traming rate. This makes, a difference. 
The on-th'e-job was $246 a month for full tiipe; institutional is at 
$342. ' • ' . 

The post rehabilitation altowanoe has been changed to pay an 
individual at the full-time rate across the board rather than at the 
rate at which hj^ concluded his training. 

Th^ subsistence allowance for incarcerated individuals convicted 
of a felony.E^ been discontinued, and the provisions for extension 
of eligibility arid entitlement for those in the'i)rpgram has been 
implemented. t , * ' ^ 

Additionally, we haveyimplemented the increase in the devolving 
fund loan but, because^of a funding situation in which adequate 



money^ was not available to permit' everyone to "obtain a loan of 
$564 rather than $200, Ove have established controls over the pro- 
gram: • ^ ^ ' • 

Anyone requesting a loan in excess of $200 must have* that loan 
reviewed and approved in ^central office. We have not had many of 
those. We have approved those where real need .did exist. 

We have asked, for 1981, for a supplemental for this fund; but, I 
think more iiftportantly, we are going to request aitthority from 
the Congress 'to transfer into the revolving fund loan funds from 
the rea^ustment benefits a'^propriation. 

We have, in implementing the provisions of this law, made rec- 
ommendations to the Acting Administrator for nominations to the 
Advisory Committee ori^Rehabilitation. * * ^ . 

The cha!;ter for that, committee is under development, but of 
course "the establishment of the committee and the forwarding or 
the charter awaits the appointment of an administrator. 

The m^gor portion of this legislation, becomes effective tomorrow, 
April I and the issues required to implement these provisions in 
the field are on the way to the field or will be this week. 

These deal with the eligibility and entitlement of individuals to 
vocational rehabilitation. It covers the initial and extended evalua- 
tion of ihdividuala in the program, provide^ for an individualized 
written rehabilitation plan to b€uprei)ared, covers the crossover 
tauthority of individuals eligible for chapter 31 ^ho elect to aQcepl 
benefits under, chapter 34, provides for instructions to the field 
dealing with incarcerated veteraps, the authori^tion pf .supplies 
and equipment. , * 

We hav^ constructed^ratftei*' drastic changes in oar work mea- 
surenient program, and we are*,coVering payments to hospitalized* 
veterans. " . ' ^ » 

With respect to the eligibility and entitlement, we are coming 
down very^ strongly on the responsibility cff the regional office ' 
personnel to determine the employment handicap of an individual 
applying for this pro-am, and this employment handicap, pf 
course, must be service connect^ and is the key^ any extension 
beyond the 12-year ^period for traMing^or the 48 months of training. 
^ We feel that the individifaliz^d written .rehabilitation plan will 
'allow us tt^ improve the planning for the individual, will provide 
foi^ the veterans *input into the program, and will, give us a better 
handle on Coordination of his training. 

The individual written rehabilitations plan, we feel, will be a 
motivating factor for veterans and will certainly improve our ac- 
countability in the program! * * ' 
* With respect to pmployment,'^we are coordinating all Initiatives 
with the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans -EmiJloy- 
ment, and our field fetation personnel are Working in outreach with 
employers and with State representatives. , j 

Probably the biggest change .that was legislated in that Educa- 
tion Improvements Act was the concept of independent living, and 
this would bfe available to individuals who are found not feasible 
for training. , ' * ' 

The planning for this program was to be effected in 1981, and we 
are in that mode. The first individuals to be placed inlndependent 



living milieu wpuld be in 1982; And the legislation calls for ap- 
proximately 500 enrollees in this program a year. ^ 

The budget constraints which we have "taken will have.s^e 
effect on this program; however, we feel that with full coordination 
with the Department of Medicine and* Surgery and with State and ^ 
private rehabilitation organizations, we are in a can-do stance on 
this. ^ * • ^ 

, This is a^tal new look for our rehabilitation program, and we 
9f e challenged by. this. We feel that with the instructions that are 
going out, there will be some very exciting things happening in this 
prdgram. ' . * 

We are going to enforce the provisions of this not qjnly with our 
regional office directors but by training sessions with the counsel- 
ing psychologists *and the vocational rehabilitation Specialists who 
wiH be directly involved in Jthis. ' . * 

Moving now to the subject of education loans, this is a program 
which started in the Veterans* Administration in 1975. 

It started out initially with a limit of $600 loan maximun* and 
provided that the student must have been turned down for a guar- 
anteed loan program. This gave us, then, individuals applying in 
the program who had bee^ turned down by every other provider in 
.the system. * 

In 1976 the loaii amount, was increased to $1,500, and in 1977 the 
loan amount was increased to $2,500. At that time the provision for 
the individual being tum^^down by other providers was no longer 
required. \ ^ * * 

In 197^the Veterans' Administration surveyed , this loan pro- 
gram*, because we realized that^we Had problems in it. 
9 We found. the loan prqgram not really related to the cost of 
education, rather to the high cost of living. We tightened up on the 
provisions that would permit the approval of a lo^, and in the 
passa^ of Public Law 95-476 the limit on education loans was to 
be to persons attending schools whose tuition costs were $700 a 
year or more. ' / * ^• 

This caused the number of loans approved to go down in 1980 by ^ 
about 30 . percent.. In that 'year— 1980— 16,511 loans matured at a ' 
face value of $17.9 million. Unfortunately, in those matured loans 
there were 13,0004- defaults for a total of $14,+ million. , 

llie default ratp in this program as crf'Pecember 1980 w3s 67.1 
. percent, and we cannot consider this under any circumstances to 
be goqd business. * ' . ' ^ , ' \ * 

We are stepping up our collections in this program, and in. 1980 
we/ do have provisions for our regional offices to refer defaulted 
edjncation loans to, the district counsels for enforced collection. 

^Idiicatipn loans, 'of course, are a^ part of our overpayment pic- 
ture, 'Shd 1 would like now to discuss a little bit of the activities ii\ , 
which we are engaged with respect to debt coUjecf ion* • * 

Public Law 9^66 did speak to debt collection and* provided that 
we offset from current benefits beyond the expiration of th^ statute 
of limitations on a dfebt. , 

We also ^ked that district counsels be used for enforced collec- 
tions, asked that we charge interest and report to consumer report- 
V ing agenda those loans in default. 



As a general ^iJractice, the Veterans' Administration has always 
offset debts e^ainst <;urrent benefits. When questioned by the Gen- 
. eral Accounting Office as to tlje legality of that action, we sought 
legislattenv and it was passed, and we now continue .that practice. 

The original a^eement with the Justice Department to permit 
enforced collection by Veterans' Administration aj^meys was 
reached on October 17, 1980. . 1 

The two provisions of the legislation w.hicn we have not yet 
. implemented are the charging, of interest and the reporting to 
consumer reporting agencies. • - 

The reason for this .is that the computer capacity available in our 
pfx)gram.was inadequate at St. Paxil. We anticipate that with the. 
relocation of the St. Paul Data Processing Center we will have a site 
where computer capacity will be available, and we will move ahead 
to implenient those two provisions. 

Additionally, this wbxild require that v^e reactivate all overpay-' 
ments on which collection action had been terttrinated i^ order 
that we might notify a veteran prior 'to our beginning to charge 
interest oh his account or ' to refer ^his account to a consumer 
reporting agency. 

' The debts* on hand in the agency as of January 1981 amount to 
$401.2, million. This includes 'almost $64 million which have been 
referred to the Justice Department for enforced collection. ^ 

Our establishments are down— which is a hopeful sign— about 17 
percent from fisdal year 1980. liowever, the records show that our 
dispositions of indebtedness are down. 

There is a quirk in here, in that we recently added to the actiW 
Accounts 10^000 accounts on which collection action had been ter- 
minated. It '^as necessary that wfe'go to the In tenial * Revenue 
Service' for addresses on these accounts before we could begin, pur- 
suit. . / 

These 10,000 acpunts are there for a test,purpose, to determine 
it m fact the reactivation of* these Ad overpa3rments ^11 prove 
fruitful. , * ' 

The 1-year test, n^ing district counsels for enforced collection, 
started in lO 'of our' district counsel offices. 

They were limited at that 'time to debts ranging from $200 -to 
$600. It started out with debts which had been referred to the 
agency by the General Accounting Office. * - 

The results of this test were positive, and we expect to continue 
' this program in 1981 and to expand it in 1982: 

In the authorization, the Conprjess provided that the Veterans' 
Administration establish 300 positions to pursue this debt collec- 
tion in 1981; however, .with the Office of Management and Budget 
attempting to reduce the total Federal employment, wei were al- 
lowed only 120 positions of the 3pp which ^had been authorized. 

The lrfor-2 freeze which was in effect under President Carter 
would have then permitted us to fill bnly 60 of those positions. 

We asked for an exemption from that freeze. It was given to the 
agency "Sn January 19, 1981, ,and on January 20, 1981> President 
Reagan was inaugurated and imposed a freeze on Federal employ- 
ment that day., 

We went to the Office of Management and Budget requesting an 
exemption for debt collection purposes. That was granted on Febru- 



ary 24, 1981, and recruitment to fill those 120 positiohs is substan- 
tially complete. 

In May of 1980, anticipating the acquisition of 300 positions, the 
Veterans' Administration and the Department of Justice entered, 
an agreement wherebj the Veterans* Administration CQuld pursue 
debts up to $1,200. 

The Department of Justice topk this opportunity to return lo the 
agency some 30,00Q cases in' which the indebtedness was under 
$1,200, and we are looking toward, of course, the reactivatign of 
inactive cases. ^ ' s ' 

Right now we Estimate that we hav6 200,000 cases on hand in 
our CARS pperation- and in our regional offices which codld he 
referred to district counsels for enforced collection. , ^ 

With a range of referral of about '^8,000 to 12,000 cases to the 
district counsels a month, the ability of the agency, with the- limit- 
ed employment that has been made available to us to ea^ into that 
200,000, is going to be at the minimum. 

We will have in the agency about 179 positions in 1981* pursuing 
debt cdllectinn. These are broken out, basically, between'the region- 
al office fiscal operations and 'the district counsels. 

We do expect in 1982 to ^o to S18. We still consider this mini- 
mum, and we Could not with that; strength meet the 24 million that 
we had anticipated for 1982. * 

It 'has been suggested to us that we use private collection agen- 
cies to pursue 1;he collection of ^he'se debis; ho\vever, the General 
Accounting Office has concluded that agencies may not en^r into 
such agreements unless provided, legi^ative authority to do so. 

We are'also pursuing xhe ide^ that the Internal Revenue Service 
offset indebtedness to the Federal Government in the tax refund 
program. 

WeYeel, in the agency, that the referral of debts for collection to 
the General Counsel is ^ effective operation. . 

"Thus far the district counsels have resolvecj gOme $2.2 million in 
cases referred to them. They have collected a half a million in 
cash. They have, by recoupment, settled $1,107,000 and have some 
$676,000 in repay plans ^which have been signed and agreed to- by 
the veteran. - ^ - 

The IRS has been furnishing addresses to us since 1979. W^ havfe 
asked for addresses ^ on some 306,600 cases* But \ye can use these 
address^ only for niaking contact with the vet^gran. We cannot^use 
them to go to a third party for credit information. 

In 1979, to further our efforts in debt collectioi\, we provided that 
no lo^ application would be approved or committed for guarsfrttee 
if an mdividual had an education overpa)rment, or an overoayment 
of any kind, and failed to make proper settlement or agreement to 
settle. 

y/e have. collected in that activity fiome^$9.7 million, and we 
ejfpect in 1981 to collect an additional $2.4 million jis the result of 
-repajonent plans effected,: 

Moving now, Mr. Chairman, to the proposed H.R. 2391. As you 
mentions, this provides for a, one shot 2-y6ar ^extension of the 
delimiting period to provide fc|r on-the-job training or vocational 
trdning effective October 1 for individuals* \yho, havin^fseen coun- 
selors at an outreach center or a medical facilitjr or a State employ- 



ment office or even in a regional office, is determined to be in need 
of such training. 

The proposed legislation also provides that, subsequent to train- 
ing, the individual .would be furnished employment j counseling. 

Our po$ition with respect to this is that we oppose an extension 
of the current 10-year delimiting period. This is not really felt to be 
consonant with the readjustment intent of the legislation, and it 
could cpnceiv^bly open the door to other extensions. 

Our experience has been that .such programs tend to lead to 
abuse, and vocational schools who wotild participate in such pro- 
grams recruit high but have a high fallout rate. 

In addition, tlje training of unskilled individuals does not neces- 
sarily guarantee job placement, and we feel that this would raise 
expectatiorfe-which could not be fulfilled. 

In addition, there, are other Federal programs available to such 
indi\2(du^, and taking advantage, of those is certainly an option. 

This propciised l^islation also would extendi correspondence train- 
ing and, since this administration proposes to.^ terminate ho\h flight 
and correspondence training effective July ISS51, we would oppose 
any new authority to extend correspondence treiining. * 

This has not been found to lead to meaningfi^^ employment. It 
has been "used, rgally, Smore^for recreational and ayocational user 

Moviiig now into the effect' of thq biidget cuts, Mr. C3t^airman, the 
guidance which the agency received from the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget in these cut6 was, that the .Department bt Veter- 
ans' Benefits should, restructure its organization to provide for 
centralization of the bignefit application processing* 

This woiild involve, of course, applications for compensation, pen- . 
sion, edjacation and the guarantee of GI loans. . 

In addition to the savings in personnel whifch would be attributa- 
ble to such a move, the personnel requested in 1981 and 1982 for 
the vocational rehabilitation program which would total 115 full- 
time equivalent positions were deni^, as were th,e positions we had 
requested/or the study of the microfilming of our records. 

.The extension of the delimiting date was also remo\ffed and this, 
then, puts the Department of Veterans' Benefits in the position of 
reducing its 1982 emplo)anent by some 1,800 full-time equivalent 
positions over the Carter budget as it i^id been submitted in Janu- 
ary. - . ' " • , 

We have, for planning purposes, distributed that cut across the 
various programs, and I would like to mention a few of them this 
niorning.' / -r* <^ 

The estimated reduction in our adjudication operations would be , 
620 full-time equivalents. This is the division where the applica- 
tions for compensation, pension, and education are reviewed and 
^ decisions made. ' ^ 

What this means for us is that tHe^ would be^ quite fraiAly, an 
increase in the time required to process the worlcfoad, since there 
is no ^anticipated great reduction ^n workload 
. I have just received . from a special task force a Study of field 
operations with respect to the ac^udication processes and, while ^e 
have had only a preliminary review of that, w^^feel that there are 
items in there that will. permit us to accortiftiodate^pt*^ the 
* extent of this reduction but certainly to mitigate its effect! 
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Our Veterans' Services* Division, we anticipate, would be cut 496 
fiijl-tirae equivalent positions. This means that in our field oper- 
ations the outfeach activities which we pursue, the -compliance 
surveys which we are required to conduct, the liaison activities 
with schools and with the State, the approval activities in which 
we participate with the State, the equal employment opportunity 
surveys that we are required to make and the State-approval con- 
tracts administration will have reduced emphasis. 

It is goin^ to require that we take a very close look at what we 
are required to do, ^d where it is necessary that following evalua- 
tion some rescission l^islation be proposed, we wijl be in a position 
to do that. ^ » * 

The vocational reiiabilitation anc^ counseling service, as I men- 
tioned, loses 115 full-tiioe equivalent positions in 1981 and 1982, 
maintaining its strength at 566. , 

This basically id going to mean that to operate the program we 
will liave to bring into the r^onal offices those out-hased counsel- 
ing psychologists and vocational rehabilitation specialists and go to 
the use of guidance center counseling in order to provide counsel- 
ling to veterans in various communities without incurring high 
travel costs for, these individuals. 

There would, of course, be relative cuts in our fiscal operations, 
in our administrative operations, and in our loan guaranty. 

ThL?, Mr. Qiairman, is a real challenge to us. And the challenge 
is to e^ccept the reductions, to disffibute them as judiciously as we 
can, to keep at a minimum the inconvenience of relocation of 
employees; bu^ through all of this, kee^ the adnxinistration of the 
benefit programs at an acceptable level. 

While the guidance which we have received called for centraliza- 
tion, we dp not really feel that that is a viable option. 

We have touched base with officials at the Office of Management 
* and Budget, and they have indicated that they would agree* with 
our prop^al that ratner than centralize, we could, as a bottom line 
action, r^onalize to*three locations. 

This guidance came to us and did not take into account .the total 
costs that either regionalization or centralization would entail. We 
have not yet firmea those costs; however, we are working on that. 

In addition to that we are planning the staffing that would be 
required in three sites. We have made contact with the General 
Services Administration, askmg them to provide us information on 
any available sites that they would have, since we must rent our 
space from the'SSA. v 

This is all a very tenuous situation at the moment, Mr. Chair- 
man, Ijut we are moving ahead with plans. The problem that we do 
, face is that in order to accommodate to the reduced 1982 level it 
will be necessary that we make a reduction in our regional offices 
and in central office so that we can come very close to approaching 
the 1982 employment level, and this wiD, without a douot, involve 
a reduction in force in our re^onal offices and in central office. 

We are attempting to get tltts done with the least possiWe hurt, 
but still ^vithout great adverse impact on our delivery of sfeiyififes. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my review, and we are available 
for questions from you and your staff. 

[The prepped stetelnent Qf Miss Starbuck appears on p. 33.] 
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Mr. Edgar- Thank you very •much for your statement. We asked 
you to*oover a let of territory this morning, and you have done that 
very adequately. 

I am taken by your ^mments toward the en^ of your statement 
in terms of the impact of the administration cuts on services and 
'programs, and the pfessure toward r^onaliiation of VA benefit 
services that you are under at this point. 

I am reminded that a number of service organizations had hoped 
that this new administration would not make serioi^ reductions in 
veterans' programs. , • 

But it soimds, from just the few words that you\vere able to 
focus on that particular issue, that there is some uncertainty, some 
turbulence, gome transition tl^t you are going through at this 
point I sense that you are not sure what the bottom line outcome ' 
is^oing to be in t^rms of delivery of service, collection of debts, 
processing of tl>e programs that are under your jurisdiction. 

Would that be an accurate assessment of your concerns? 

Miss Stakbuck., Yes, Mr. Chairman, that would be. 

Mr. Edgar, A few<months ag:o you and I talked about the need to 
, come forward with a supplemental for education benefits that were 
imderestimated the Office of 'Management and Budget. Have 
, you <»me forward with that supplemental request? ' 

Miss STABqucK. We have not yet increased the amount of that 
supplemental. We will be doing that in about a month'. 
^ Mr. Edgar. Do you have any guess as to how much you will be 
^ asking for? 

Miss Starbuck. The supplemental that is now* in the system calls. • 
for $217 million.* We still tiiink that we will be moving up to $475 
million. 

- * "Mr. Edgar. $475 million additional money for 1980? 
Miss SxARBueK. Yes. 
Mr. §dgar. Thank you. 

'I have a lot of questions to ask, but I ;think in fairness to my 
colleagues, particularly my colleague Tom Daschle who introduced 
. H.R. 2391, I would like to yield to him at this time to ask some 
questions, and then I will yield to my colleague from Or^on and 
' CDme back to some specific questions. 
' Mr. Daschle. Thank you; Mr. Chairman. 

♦ Miss Starbuck, I appreciate your comment, and I guess 1 will use 
' what time I have to focus on the administration's position/ on my 
legislation in particular. ^ \ * 

It lis my imderstanding thM the Carter budget did include a 2- 
year limiting date of scheduling for what they call disadvantaged 
veterans. 

Now, as I imderstand it, the Reagan Administration has dropped 
that position, and they do not favor any extension at all. Is that 
what you are telling us? 
Miss Starbuck. ITiat is correct. ^ - 

Mr* Daschle* Well, the list of reasons that you wer6 given for 
that drop^was it budgetary? * . , _ 

Miss Starbuck. It was budgetary, sir. ' ^ ) 

Mr. Daschle. All right. ^ * ' ■ v 



You are there during administrations. They come and go, but 
Dorothy Starbuck still stays on as an administrator of many of 
these programs, • , 

Can you give me your own pe^nal opinion, Miss StarbucK, on 
how you feel the delimiting dat^ extension would impact on veter- 
ans? . / 

/Would it be a beneficial taring or not? I am not going to hold you 
to the Reagan administration or the Carter administration. What 
fe Dorothy Starbuck's personal opinion? 

Miss Starbuck. I>orothy Starbuck's persoiTal opinion, Mr. 
Efeschle, is that it really would not do the trick. 

Ilhink that when— and the Congress has been more than gener- 
ous in this refered^qe — education programs are made available 
across the entire spectr^ of education and training, that those 
who really want to^take advantage of it do so wjthin the delimiting 
period. / 

For those individuals \vho within 8 or 10 years, as the case jnay 
be with respect to legislation, don't really get themselves together 
so that they can take advantage of such a thing, if it doesn't come 
about in 10 years I just do not feel it is going to happen. 

Mr. Daschle. Is it 10 years, in your opinion, or is it really 6 for a 
person to respond to entitlements and to be entitled to the full 
impact^of educational benefits? 

Does he not re^ly have to start out at ^ years in f)rder to avail 
himself of the whole budgetary entitlement? 

Miss Starbuck. Right. 

Mr. Pasc^le. So, in other words, you are sa3ring that if this guy 
does not get his head together, if he has a falnily, he is coming 
back, he is reac^justing, he has moyed, all that has to be settled 
within 5 years? Because, of course, it takes afe year's tim^ to get 
enrolled In school and to get it approved. 

So what you are saying is that in 5 yeairs' time, generally, ever/ 
veteran across. the country— 8.8 million veterans in Vietnam— ^gen- 
erally have to have their act together in order to be entitled to the 
benefits. ' : 

Is that' what you are sajring, basically? 

Miss Starbuck. I think we have to face the fact that everyone 
who goes into the military is not necessarily an individual who has 
completed a high school education or who has had a bit of college; 
although our experience with the Vietnam veterans is* that; a good 
number of them had completed high school^ 

There are probably today in the military individuals who will 
serve without taking advantage pf many ofthe programs available 
in the military and, consequently, would not take advantage of an 
education program foUowiijg military service. Not everyone in the 
world wants to go to school. 

TAr. Daschle. I know yoy are a strong supporter of the psycho- 
logical readjustment training centers across the country. The pur- 
pose is to go out and finid those people, provide the kind of psycho- 
logical training they need, regardles&o/ whatever number df years 
it has been that they have been out of the military. 

If they have trouble with drug abuse, if they have trouble* with 
psychological needs, if they are trying to^put their lives back to- 
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gether, this p/Svides jKjBm with the inherent value of outreach 
' cehlers. , . ^ * - ^ 

Would you be ppposed to ^providing the Administrator with dis- 
cretionary authority — discretionary authority as opposed to an en- 
titlement program for* every veteran, that kihd of discretionary 
»authority— to furthef proyfde a delimiti^ng date on a case-by-case 
basis where in the opinion .Of the VA those 2 additional years could 
be of immense help in helping this veteran-^put his life back togeth- 
er? , , 

Miss Starbuck. Are you asking me personally? 

Mr. Daschle. I am aSking you personally. This is a very personal 
conversation we are having now. [Laughter:] * 

Mi^ Starbuck. Well; it* kin.c} of puts us in the position of being 
all things to all men at all times?! just have to wonder how far the 
responsibility of the public pf thi3 coiintry goes toward assisting an 
individual to regain hjm^lf an4 then to put him into an employ- 
ment milieu successfully. " * ' i 

I would be c6ncemed, and I see where such arthing could be very 
attractive. But at this time I would still qifetion the success of 
such a program. ^ 

Mr. Daschle. JWell, if you will forgive mer-I am speaking more 
as a Vietnam veteran than as h Congressman, using what Vietnam 
veterans often call jargon-:-that blows me away. 

I cannot believe that we should be concerned about whether or 
not a program like this is working, before we even try it. 

It seeins to*me it denies the Administrator— and I fully respect, 
your opinion, and I guess I^h asking for some rebuttal time— it 
• €eems to me that you are denting the Administrator the right to 
use a tool that may find td be k very, very important one in 
dealing with these \veterans. . 

These veterans come in to the center, and th^y^need help. They 
need the kind of training and assistance that only that center may 
be abte to give them. But then they put them on the stree^^with 
the joD half done. 

It seems to me that on a case-by-case basis to provide that 
opportunity might allow us to finish what it has started. Let me 
develop this. 

' Am* I out of time,^Mr. Chairman? 
"Mr. Edgar. Well, you have gone about 8 minutes, 
Mr. J)aschle. I had spme other questions. " 
Mr. Edgar. I will cbme .back to you on the second round, if that 
IS all right. 

Mr. Daschle. All right. , 
Miss Starbuck.' Mn Chairman,' if I might just say this: Quite 
frankly, as /ar^as I know; we have not identified— and this may be 
an oversight on our part— an individual who has been through an 
outreach center, who is deemed by a counselor in that outreach - 
center to have himself back ready now to tr^in, and then has been 
Oflered into one of the programs for which he might still have some 
eligibility.^ 

To pursue your idea, it might l>e wise for us to identify such 
individuals to see just where they are with respect to their future 
and any eligibility they might have. 

Mr. Edgar. Mr. Smith from* Oregon. 



Mr. Smith. Good morning. 

Miss,STARBUCK. Good'moming, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Denny Smtth. A couple of things: t am a Vietnam veteran 
also— I was an Air Force officer was a little older at that 
time— and I share yoxxt view in that I think that that outreach, 
program has probably been a pretty good program, but maybe it 
could identify some of these people. 

I toured the line in Portland, Oreg., and have been bnefed by the 
people there. For the dollars expended, maybe it is not too^bad. 

I question also, how long we have to go orr trying. to support 
something. One of the questions I had .which was not answered by 
the people there, which I had requested in a letter, is: How many 
of these individuals who are involved there would have had prob- 
lems had they not been in the military, regardless? 

Since I understand that these people are doctors or psychologists 
or psychiatrists, they should be aole to get some kind of a figure on 
thatr 

We could get some real problems when you take the broad spec- 
trum of citizens in this cotmtry, put them in the military, and then 
.say that everything that they have for problems is caused by the 
military, ^ , 

So, how long does the American pyblic have to go on supportmg 
something on which you have that question? • 

On the other hand, we would like to get his act together, but is 
that the Veterans' Administration or some other area? 

I aln curibus about a couple of things. . 

Back to ^age 3 of your testimony. I qualified for GI bill benefits, 
but did not use them. ' 

.Does that mean that I became one of the statistics you referred 
to, even though I never spent any VA money? . 
• Miss SxARBucKrNo. 

Mr. Dejnny ^mith. It does not? 

Miss Starbuck. Not unless yoi| arfe a full-time participant. 

Mr; Dei^ny SMrra. All right; good. ^ - ' ' . _ 

Now, your kctual participation is very, very small as the GI bill 
goes down; right? » * 

If only It) percent of Vietnam veter^^usfd all of their entitM 
ments— is that correct?— about 10,000, in other words. Is that d)o\ft 
vfhat it was at that time? 

Migs Starbuck. The participation rate for the Vietnam era veter- 
ans has been excellent.* 

Mr. DE^mv Smpth. About how much of the total? 
^ Miss Starbuck. About 6& percent. 

Mr. Denny Smith. Sixty-five percent? 

Miss Stajibuck., Yes. ' , . 

Mr. Denny Smfth. All-right. But some of them just stftrted and 
did not go very far, I gather. 

- 'Miss Starbuck. That is true. But about 60- percent of those 
veterans who did train did reach their educational or vocational 
objoptive, and that may have happened without them using the 
total^iititlementwhich they had/.' . 

Denny Smith. All right. Only 10 percent spent their full 
amouiit of money. ^ ^ ^ \ ^ * 
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Miss Starbuck. Used all of their entitlement. Yes, sir, the 45 
monihs-for 36 as it migh£ have been at an eanrlier time. 

Mr. Denny Smith. All right. That is something that I have asked 
about before. ^ i 

VThe next question goes to page 20, where we are talking about] 
tm aniounts of money that have not been collected in defaultsi 

T think that is a really good exami^e-of what was started out 
a great program but has \urned into an entitlement. \ 

Unless we do somethihg^very aggressively about it, I think the 
impacts on the potential of^the future GI bill program and on the 
entitlements or Jhe dollars, pr whatever you want to say, for the 
future veteran is probably on^of the toughest things We have got 
to face. ^ ^ ^ 

As an administrator, I would not like to, be in your position, not 
given the tools to really^o eSwsJt^xese people. It is a debt that is 
owed. ' ' ^ 

Just one sidelight: Has .the new bankruptcy law hindered your 
X collection? * » , 

Miss Sfarbuck. Well, it impacts on it somewhat, but not to |i 
wide extent.' 

Mr. Denny SMrra. Wdl, that feally seems like a sad chronicle in 
the. history of the veterans' affairs to have a veteran who does not 
realize that this is part of his responsibility when he takes out that 
loan. o . 

I wonder if there is any way, in your personal opinion, that we 
could strengthen the teeth in this thing to get these people to not 
only pay, but to be sur^ that .the ones that you, are going to give 
loans to now don't consider it to be a grant. 

Miss Starbuck. There are two facets there. 

As I mentioned, we are referring these defaulted loans to our 
district counsels, and they will be taking enforced collection action. 

If we were to apply to the underwriting of these loans the same 
criteria that we apply, for example, in reviewing an application for 
the guarantee of a GI home loan, ther^e would be for consideration 
some increased time and energy on the part of our personnel, to 
which .1 havfe no objection, but which at the moment we really 
cannot sacrifice in other areas to give this. 

This has not been a program in which any good businessman 
would have hung in there as long as we have. 

Mr. Denny Smith. That is always a part of the Government's 
problem. We ^re not very good businessmen. 

Mi§s Starbuck. If this continues, and our collections do not 
really show that we are goiijg to be able to get after these people, I 
think our alternative is to suggest recision legislation for this. 

Mr. Denny Smith. I wonaer if your comment there about trying 
to qualify an individual for 'any benefit at the time that he comes 
into the V A,* whether it be a homeowner or anything else, in other 
' words establish some kin* of criteria, would be a way to 

Miss Starbuck. This would tighten it up; yes, sir. 
♦ Mr. Denny Smith. I am su|-e it would. 

That would take how much in administration? Quite a bit? 
^ Miss I^arbock., It Vould take quite a bit; yes, sir. > 
' Mr. Denny Smith. All right. Maybe it might be paid for if v^e did 
it directly.. , 
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c Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Miss Starbuck. 
Mr. EJdgar. Thank you. . 
. Mr. Boner? , ' ^ ' , 
Mr. Boner, yes. 

;Miss Starbuck, why are we having such difficulty collecting the 
debt owed to the Federal Government by some of th6 veterans? 
Miss Starbuck. Are you talkmg about the education loans? 
Mr. Boner. Yes, 

Miss- Starbuck. I think in a lot of instanced, more than I would 
really like to thihk, the education loan was seen as an entitlement 
•benefit.and was taken as such. ^ 

I recall some years ago I was visiting in San Francisco and asked- 
the director at that, station about the loan program, and he said, 
**W^ are buried with applications for loans." 

I said, "From what schools?" He said, "Mainly from community 
colleges." I said, "What is the tuition at community colleges?" It 
was zero. 

At that time we asked whether individuals attending no-tuition 
schools would bfe eligible for GI loans. We were told they would be. 

This was borne out by the 1978 survey which we did, which 
merely showed that these loans were being made in high cost of 
lii^ng areas, particularly in wha^\^is tenned the Sun Belt area, 
, where community colleges did thrive but the cost of .living^ 
individuals who would be going to those schools was beyond tneir, 
capacity., So the l^an was not necessafily being put to the educa- 
tion but to the living, but it was viewed as an entitlement. 

Mr. Boner. Wasn t legislation passed last year which would offer 
some ways of collecting the outstanding debts? 5 

Miss Starbuck. Yes, ^ir. ^ 

'Mr. BoNEli. Has that helped? 

Miss .Starbuck. We have just recently issued the instructions to 
our field stations to refer these loans to the district counsel. 

The district counsel is assisting us riot only with respect to 
education loans but all other overpayments. And while that pro- 
gram has been limited by the personnel made available to us, it is 
a successful program and Will be cost-efF6ctive. * 

Between our centralized accounts receivable operations-*-our re- 
gional office fiscal operations and the district counsels— we are 
figuring that it is costing us only about 14 cents to collect a dollar. 

Mr. Boner. You spoke of some of the alternatives that are avail- 
able to try to collect this money. Ha^e you explored the possibility 
of contracting with a private collection agency? 

Miss Starbuck. That has b^er^ suggested to us, sir. 

Mr. Boner. Aside froih the legislation that we passed last year, < 
what other recommendations would you have to try to collect this 
money? -^ 

Miss Starbuck. So far the legislation has proven adequate for us. 
The problem is not necessarily with the legislation, it is with, the 
implementation by the acquisition of sufpcient manpower to 
pursue the program. ^ v — ^ 

,.If we do .consider asking for legislation ^ to allow us to go to 
collectioi\,agencies, it would be with the stipulation that the V^ter- 
^ans' Administration will retain the right to litigate to reinforce 
collection. 
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•The one thing- that would pfob.ably I5e most helpful to us would 
be legislation which would permit us to xeveal IRS-fumished ad- 
dresses to third parties, so that credit reports and consumer report- 
ing agencies could be contacted. • » \ 

Mr. Boner. Is that not included in the legislation we pa^d last 
year? ' ^ . * \ ^ 

Miss Starbuck. No, sir, it did not. It did not permit us to release 
to third parties addresses furnished to us by the Internal Revenue 
Service. • ' ' . . 

Mr. Boner. All rig"ht. I have no other questions. 
Mr. Edgar. Thank^ ydu. I have a number of questions that I 
would like to pursue, and we will take about 10 or 15 minute^, 
becaiise we do have other witnesses this morning. , * . " * 

Let me begin by thanking you for your frank and honest, peKon- 
al as well as professionaT positions on these issues. 

Just to follow Hip on a comment that Mr. Daschle was pursuing 
01:1 H.R. 2391, I appreciate uyour honest response. in terms of your 
personal view, but I am having a little difficulty in that tlie fof nier 
administration over the last 2 years supported th^t 2-year exten- 
sion. ' \ ^ ' 

You and others in the Veterans' Administration vehemently and 
articulately argued oh behalf of that progtam. I see this shift 
taking place ^in a 2- or S^month period from total support to total 
opposition on this piece of legislation. 

I wonder how much of that shift is a shift in terms of monetary 
policy — economic policy— as oppos^ to programmatic «hift? Or 
were you quietly in opposition to the program within the Veterans' 
^Administration for the previous .2 years and just had to go along 
with the program? ^ . 

Miss Sri^BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I think that, it is basically mone- 
tary. I do not think it is philqsophical. What they were looking at, 
for^ example, in 1982 was a $63 million estimated cost to the pro- 
gram. In addition to that, there were adrninistrative costs attached 
to it — employment in the Department. So I think the whole thing 
was monetary. 

Mr. Edgar. Let us put a scale out from 2;ero to 10—10 being good, 
^zera being bad— and we will havfe tl\at little scale to work on as we 
look at a couple of programs. The first program is the eduction 
loan program which you talked about. How would you judge that 
program on a scale from zero to ten? " ; ' 

Miss Starbuck. The education loan program itself, I think, was a 
good idea. I think it was not limited enough in its initial implemen- 
tation, when you recognize that when this program^ first started we 
were accepting applications from individuals who had been turned 
down under the guaranteed student loan program^ as not being a 
gopd credit risk. * . 

So we started out with, basically, a Pgor^credit risk in the pro- 
gram and gave him a loan of a maximum of $600. That was later 
moved up to $1,500, still dealing with an individual who had been 
^ turned down, \ 

It was not until the loan* went to $3,500 that the turndown was 
^eliminated. * ^ * * " 

I think, in implementing that law> )ye could have had a better 
handle on counMling veterans about responsibilities that they 



were undertaking in miking the contract with the Veteran?' Ad- 
ministration/ Perhai>s might irot have made as many loans as 
w6 did, and perhaps we \ould<»have had a better recovery picture 
' than we have had. , 1 * * • 

Mr. Epgar. If we were] going to redo that loan program, giveji 
the experience and leamipg curve that you have made, would jou ' 
suggest some specific alterations 'and changes to learn fVom 'your 
mistakes? , " , 

Miss'STARBUCK. Yt^, sir, we would. • , - . 

, I think that it was originally intended to assist those , veterans 
who were attending high-cost schools, and I think that it lbasically 
should be cdtifined to that intent. Today a School having $700 in 
tuition is really not a high-cost school.' So if we are to "make loans 
' available to veterans, I think we need to concentrate on what was 
^ the original intended purpose of tj[jat legislation. ' . 

Mr. Edgar, On a scale from zero to 10, where would 3^ou plaice 
that program? . ' , ^ ^ ^ 

Miss Starbugk. If we do not lopk at the success of the coUectioil 
effort, I will put it at a six. ' . * . • 

Mr. Edgar. All right. , ^* ' 

How about the VEAP program that was put in plaqe to be a 
contributory program? How would you scale that on «»leroHlo-10^- 
scale? • ~ V ^ ^ * 

Miss Starbuck. I would have to rank that one up' sonlewhere 
labout eight, Mr, Chairman. I am ignoring in that tl^t has ^hap- 
pened in the economy that has caused so many people \o go in and 
take refunds from the program. But this provides to^ individual 
in service some responsibility ta 'think about his or h^r fujbure, and 
to take p^ in the building of that future by investing some of Kis ' 
^or her own money. _ » . • * ^ i 5i ^ 

. I think that it became'*a victim of the economy, and it perhaps 
being viewed as not as successful as it could be, but I would still 
rate it as a good idea. ^ J ' r 

Mr. Edgar. Suppose that program and all the 'oth^r t^t pro-' 
grams out there Were replaced by legislation ^ilaroto 14007 
which becomes law, is placed on tl^e Presider^ desl^-afid sijgned. 

What can be done to avoid the overpayment problem th^t devel- 
oped with the other Vietnam-era GI bills? it only staff?— that is ' 
what I am trying to get to. / — 

Miss Starbuck. No, I don't think it is only staff. If a new education, ' 
bill is constructed that it needs to be a rather rigid one; not making, , 
for example, avaUaWe to a former serviceman or a sefviceman sucli, 
things as pursuit of education below the high sdiool level with no , 
ehtitlement charges. ^ . - ■ • 

If we deal with , a new education program, we' would have to 
prdvide for an educational benefit without, perhaps, such thin^ eJ 
work-study benefit which permits the individual t^ work for the 
Veterans' Administration, taking some time away from that tiine 
he might be dervoting to studiOTiTor an amount of , money,^ about • y 
$837 a semester. We need to make it known that*we would be more 
serious abp;ut an education program. I think that we would haye to 
increase ounrelationshipwitKsd^ools. . i 
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But it al^ comes down to the veteran, the, school, and the VA, ' 
each one doing what he .should be doing af a point in time when 
changes in pursuit are'ma^e. ' 

I Jmv^ yet to find a correction for the fallibility of man. I do not 
knoW'' how ^e might do it. * 

Mr. Edgar. Listen,, if you find that we will make about a thou- 
sand copies amd spread them aroimd a little bit. A number of 
people would like, to figure that out. [Laughter^ 
' Let me ask you & very sensitive question: What is the morale like 
down at the Veterans' Administration in your department' at this 
point? ^ V ' 

Miss Stabbuck. r think the morale is pretty good. We wish we 
had an Administrator, of course. We have some feeling that we are 

Eerhaps just floating on the surface. Everyone is concerned about 
ow these ' : * ^ ^ r\ 

Mr. Edgar. Do you feel as though you are in control? Or is 0MB 
in control? ' * . * ' 

^Miss Starbxjck. With veap^ to the budget cuts, 0MB is m 
control^ sir. But as members of the executive department, Mr. 
Chairman^ you imderstand that we support the President. ^ 
Mr. Edgar. I appreciate that. 
— I was confronted by some VA employees this weekend who hap- 
pened to bump into meat an event that I was speaking at. 

They indicated to me that morale at the local leyel in the Veter- 
ans' Administration was very low, because the cuts; the rumors of 
cuts, the fonfusion of how laws are made and not made, and how 
budgets are made and *not made is pretty rampant withfn th^ 
system. There are rumors, particularly concerning the consolida- 
tion of the regional offices, that are causing a great deal of uiicer- 
tainty: job uncertainty, family uncertainty, relocation uncertain- 
ty-^turbulence within the lives of thoset veterans. "* 

1 wonder whether or not your feeling that mor?Je is pretty high 
at .the level here in W^hington is reflective of some of the mood 
out in the field offices. ^ * * .1 

,Miss Starbuck. I know that in the field offices the personnel are 
somewhat disturbed. Following our^ appearance before the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee; I conduced an all-station confer- 
ence via our telephone system", and I told all of the directors— and 
asked them to, record my Vemarks^^ld them basically how bur 
plans were advancing. 

You must realize that was about 2 weeks after we had gotten the 
guidance from 0MB. So, really, everjdhing was very fluid, and still 

^ I asked each of the directors to make my reniarks known'toMtheir 
personnel so that at least everyone in the system could be informed 
as to the direction in which our plans were tdung us. , ^ 

I appreciated the fact that there would be concern oh the part of 
employ^. At t)^t time I could not allay those concerns by assur- 
ing them that, yeis, a year from Aoday you would be an employee of 
the Veterans' Administration. j 

I ask6d for, arid I think J[ hat^Jfeceived, the cooperation of our 
field personnel, and the mmute that we can-— and I hope that will 
take place, if not this week then surely next week— v/e will be able 
to tell them, each of the field 8*^*^^ what their 1982 ceilings will. 

^ ' ' ^ j 



be and that we can then move ahead with the reductions in person- 
nel that will be necessitated, program by program, in order to 
reach a figure very close to the 1982 allowance. 

We cannot really allay the' individual fears that a person h^ 
about relocation or even aoout a reduction in force until we have a 
very solid allowance for each of the stations, and then they can 
'take from our paid system a. listing^^vhich will let them begin a 
reduction in fOrCe. . . , 

Mr. Edgar. Let me ask you two brief questions, and then I will 
yield to my colleague from Massachusetts. 

What, specifically, will be the impact dh service-connected dis- 
abled veterans if the administration proposal to reduce the budget 
for vocational rehabilitation is carriea out? 

Miss Starbuck. It is our intent, Mr. Chairman, that there be no 
adverse impact on that program. ' 

We are going to have to, perhaps, redirect our energies and 
concentrate i^ost of that'enei^ on the very seriously disabled 
veteran. For tn^T^erson who has a disability that does not handicap 
him as far as-employmeht is concerned, we Will give him a lesser 
amount of att^tion. 

R^j. Edgar. Would you please provide for the subcommittee any 
and all r^ul^ons and policies developed by the Veterans' Admin- 
istration to^plement the provisions of Public Law 96-466; affectr 
ing chaptCT 31, the vocational rehabilitation area? 

Miss Starbupk. I would be most Happy to do so, Mr. Chairman.^ 

Mr. Edgar. Thajik you. * >^ . 

You have brought some experts with you. Do any of them have 
any comments to make, other than in response to any of the 
questions that were laid out? 

P^o response.]; 

Miss Starbuck. Thank you, Mr. Chairmtm. 

Mr. Edgar. AU right. I yield to my jToUeague from Massachu- 
setts, Mrs. Heckler. / ^ 

Miss HECKilteR. Thank you, Mr. Chainflan. 

Ifif there any wajr that this centralization of function could possi- 
bly serve the veteran in tkig^same way the present regionalization 
program does? * • 

. Obviously there are going to be 'centralization difficulties— all 
transactions will be handled through correspCndence, and there 
will hot b^the knowledge of a State perspective, the needs of the 
veterans m a particular State. 

Cenfralizaton will xttkke the VA a very depersonalized system. 
Do you believe thf^t th^ level of service can be maintained under 
those conditions? 

Miss Starbuck. I think that the level of application processing, 
Mrs. H^kler, could be maintained. ^ 

I grant you that it takes «way from each of the States what we 
feel now is a rather personal relationship "between the regional 
bffice and the veteran], but I think as far as the processing of the 
paperwork is concerned, that would not suffer— not in the long 
run. 

There will be great disruption when thif^ takes place, we know 
that from past experiepce. Once- the recovery takes place, then, as 
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' far as the paperwork processing is concerned, th&et,^uld be no 
drastic change at all. 

Mrs. Heckler. Aren't there functions ^that are performed in a 
regional office that go beyond the exchange .of paper? - 
^ MIss Starbuck. -Yes. Probably the most important of those would 
be the rating activity, in -which an individual who is dissatisfied 
with the rating that has been'granted to him may disagree with 
the decision of the regional office and may opt for a personal 
hearing before a rating board in order to pursue his or her case. 

This is one of the prime ^ctivitjes in which an individual veteran 
can come to the Veterans' Administration to plead his case. That 
would be impacted by this. 

Now, what this could concdvaj?ly wind up be^ng, Mrs. Heckler, is 
that we would have to assign an individual from a regionalized, 
office to visit the various States to hear cases. This involves a great ' 
deal of travel money. 

Mrs. Heckler. That seems to be sort of the circuit judge role in 
which you would travel the circuit. But in fact this would mean a 
tremendous delay in the prpcessiflg, simply by'virtue ofthe bui;den 
of tases 6n the hearing judge, whoever that person might be, and 
that in turn further delays justice for the veteran,' it would seem to. 
me. I 

But why is the compression so extreme? If one wanted to stream- 
line the system, and reduce the number /of offices, certainly there 
c^ld be an intermediary step before ohe goes down to merely 3 
regional offices from th6 current 58. 

This seems to be actually cheating almost a ihechanical function 
in threp^^places for the handling of veterans*^ cases! That does vio- 
lence fo** the -kind of service that the veteran has received and 
deserves, it seems to me. Was there an interim step or could you 
see an interim reorgaijizatiori that would not be so extensive? 

Miss STABB.yCK. To accommodate to a cut of that magnitude, 
Mrs. Heckleir, we have looked at every possibly combination of 
activities that we could think of. Not one of them would result in a 
personnel reduction of the extent that we were charged with* 

We also considered, say, the intermediate step But had to -look at 
the bottom line which we feel is regionalization, if this cut por- 
tends for the future; that to asR an individual this year or next 
vear to relocate hie or her family, and then perhaps a year or two 
later go through thfe- same exercise, would be more unfair than an 
initial move to a regionalized location. 

We realize wl^at great disruption in family life this creates, and 
so \ye kind of bottom-lined that impact by moving ahead to the 
thre^ regional sites that we would propose. * 

Mrs. Heckler. Well, I can see the burden on the employees 'as 
teing very great in terftis of possibly involving future moves, but 
we also have to look at the 'mission of the agency, which is to serve 
the vieteran. ^ - v 

^' Certainly an interim step or some number between 3 and 58 
would seem to be infinitely preferable to this fast, immediate, total 
compression of the services. " 

Mi^s Starbuck. Well,, quite frankly, Mrs. Heckler, it will not be. 
fast— it cannot.be. There is no way, that we can do anything posi- 
tive toward regionalization or centralization this fiscal year. 
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What wp-will be looking at JEor regionalization in three sites 
would be: three l^uildings of greater capacity than our central office 
building and, in addition to^that, those buildings would have to be 
located in communities which would have the, capacity to take an 
influx of pej^onnel in their own housing market. This is not going 
to be easy. * ' • . 

Mrs. Heckler. Realistically, do you really believe that all of 
those employees will stay with the VA if this plan is actually 
developed? ' ' / > 

Miss Starbuck. No. Historically, I think, probably with the relo- 
cation, not more than 20 percent of the employees would opt to go 
to a. new location. This creates for us, then, a nightmare of losing 
in a 'centralized location the experience and the talent of trained 
employees. " . ^ ' / 

.Mrs. Heckler. Was a»y thought given to some streamlining of 
the central office procedures and functions and personnel? 

Miss Starbuck. We are trying to screen everything, not only ijx 
central office but in the tield. Of course, there are things that we 
can do differently than we do theip now. The way we do them now 
is not necessarily right because we have done it for a long time. 

I think we have nevn challenges ahead of us now that are going ' 
to cause us to.be more .critic^ of ourselves arid the way. we do 
things than we have ever been. /• " 
Mrs. Heckler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. .Edgar. Thank you very much. You have been very, patient 
with us this morning; you have given honest and frank answers as 
usual, anc^ you have provided us with a great dejaj of data. 

The $475. million supplemental wiy be of greidt interest to Dayid 
Stoclanan, ^nd we will be s^ure to share some of that^with him and 
support him^5<i|^ hig^^ffort to make siy:^ that he dan weave the 
supplemental ^ppropriation through the House and Senate. 

The turbulence in transition th^Aym are going, to face with th^e 
cutback of these programs will be^ifficuli acnd we hope to help, 
you through it. " \ ' ^ 

We also are very concerned about the potential for a hew GI bill 
and the impact pf that on someT of the services that the Veterans' 
Administration provides^ 

You have be^n a very.^strong" witness this mqjfriiilg, and we really 
appreciate your participation. It is going to be a challenging couple 
df years. ^ ' " . * • 

Miss Starbuck. Yes^ it is, Mr. Chairman. And thank you very 
much. XI ^ ' 

Mr. Edqar. I woujd like to as^/S^ fo^r remaining* witnesses to 
come and sit as a panel, each sharing^heir.statement, and 'then we 
""11 .ipove to' questioning. . . , 1 

Mr\~BonaldSchwalv director. National Legislative Service, VFW; 
Ronald W.Kfe*t,4^Mpnar Employment Director, Disabled Ameri- 
.can Veterans; Mr. M& Beilkejllegislafive. counsel, the> National 
Association for Uniformed Services; and Mr.i^ichard W. Johnson,* 
Jf ., assistant director for legislation, NonijpmmissiGned Officers As- 
sociation of the USA. ' . 

^ Thank you for coming this morning. We apologize for the delay 
in having you speak, but we appreciate your statements. We also 
appreciate the fact tfcat all of your statements are here in advance. 
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We will b^n with Donald Schwab, the National legislative 
Service Director for the VFW. 

Mr. Schwab, we are pleased to have you here this morning, as 
usual, .and we anticipate hearing your comments on the kinds of 
issuer ^that were raised this morning as well as your prepared 
stateiil6nt. ... 
"^All of your prepared ' statements willj^ made a part of the 
record. If you would help us by summarizing, if possible, and 
providing us an opportunity to get to some questions, we would 
appreciate it. 

STATfeMENgjS OF DONALD tL SCHWAB, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF 

^^hE' UNITED STATES; RONALD W. DRACH, NATIONAL EM- 
PLOYMENT DIRECTOR, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS; 
MAX J. BElLKE, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE nATIOI* AL ASSOCL 
ATION FQR UNIFORMED SERVICES; AND RICHARD W, JOHNSON, 
JR, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOB, LEGISLATION, NONCOMMIS- 
SIONED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE USA / 

/ 

STATEMENT OF DONALD H. SCHWAB 

• Mr. Schwab. Thank yqu, Mr. Chairman, for^lhe opportunity to 
appear before this subcommittee. • 

We are veiy concerned with the personnel reductions in the 
Department of Veterans' Benefits. For the remainder of fiscal year 
1981 and 1982, the Department of Veterans' Benefits is going to lose 
2,2§l personnel. The ramifications of these personnel reductidns 
will be far-reaching, and unl^ Congress moves to restore adequate 
funding and adequate personnel, we see quite ^ deterioration in 
service. 

Cutting out 55 VA regional offices is going to really be bad. This 
will greatly restrict the ability of veterans and their survivors^ to 
file claims, to be properly represented, and impede the processing 
of the claims and the disbursement of benefits. 

^e 55 regional offices is where the veterans go and make con- 
tact with the VA.and \^ith the representative of the veterans' 
organization who will represent them in their appeals. 

It is where their appeals are originally abjudicated. While many *' 
veterans are able to travel.to a regiond office within their State, 
very few, by comparisony will be able to travel halfway across the 
countiy for the same purpose. 

We have seen this demonstrated af the Discharge Reviejwr Boards 
before they hAd any, Boards going out into the field. Fifty percent 
of the people said theywouldf show for a personal appearance, but 
because they had to come to Washington, less than h^ of those 
who said they, would appear actually appeared. It makes- quite a 
difference in the reprgsentation of the case. 

The GI bill brought put here this mbming that- the Carter ad^ 
ministration had intended to extend the program for 2 years for 
certain disadvantaged^yeierans. That extension has been cut out bx 
.the Reagan administration revision to the budget. 
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The VFW* positidn, by current resolution, is that we would 
remove the delimiting date entirely under the GI bill and increase 
the entitlement from 45 to 48 months to make it comparable to 
prior GI bills. 

It has also been brought out that flight and correspondence 
training are to be eliminated. This was proposed by both the Carter 
and Reagan administrations. Our big concern' is that perhaps some 
Vietnam veterans who are housebound, so disabled that they are 
housebound, would really be hurt by complete discontinuance of 
correspondence training. • ' ' ^ 

With respect to^ the VEAP program, obviously^rit has not been a 
success. It was supposed to be a recruiting tool. It has not done the 
job. We have no position on this VEAP program ^t this time. We 
are supporting l^islation currently in Congress to enhance an 
.active duty educational program. It is H.R. 1400, the primary bill 
in the House, as you know. 

The vo^tional rehabilitation program, under Public Law 96-466, 
was greatly enhanced and expanded. And again we are in the 
position where Congress passed the legislation and now the funding 
is not going to be available, the $4 million -necessary. This is 
repeated over and over again. The same thing happened .with the 
Public 96-22, the"*Vietnam veterans' drug, alcohol abuse pro- 
gram. That was supposed to cost $36 million. The Veterans' Affairs 
Committee asked for $25 million. It was originally funded at $12.5 
million. 

So I just do not know. The budget cuts 'are going to eat into 
everything. It is just a sad story this year. 

The only bill under consideration, of course, is Mr. Daschle's bill, 
H.R. 2391, which would establish a vocational training program for 
veterans of the Vietnam era. The VFW would certainly support 
this with^ the proviso that the full funding is there, that the fund- 
ing for it.ip not taken from other programs as has happened in the 
past and in accordance with one of our resolutions^ 

I have got to reiterate that the per^nel cuts ai;d the funding 
cuts within the VA are going to raise h^oc, and the VA is going to 
lose 9,000 personnel for the balance of this year and 1982; 2,200 are 
coming out of the Department of Veterans Benefits and 7,000 are 
coming out of thfe Department of Medicine and Surgery. Of those, 
6,400 are going to be out of medical care. ^ 

The budget is being cut by $1.1 billion for the remainder of 1981 
and 1982. Quite frankly, we are very disenchtoted. We do not hold 
the position that some money cannot be cirt» There is in fact waste 
and fraud that can be done away with, but beyonc^that the VA has 
suffered over the last several years with inadequate personnel and 
inadequate funding. Unless this subcommittee and the full commit- 
tee can persuade Congress to restore a good ^ount of this fund- 
ing, many programs are going to be curtailed. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you very much for your statement. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schwab appears on p. 41.] • 

Mr. Edgar: Ronald Drach? ' ^ * 

STATEMENT OF RONALD W. DRACH 
Mr. Drach. Thank you, Mrc Chainfian, Mrs. Heckler. 
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Originally, Mr. Chairman, I intended to restrict my comments to 
chapter 31, but based on the dialog his morning, I fin4 it very 
difficult to maintain silence on some of the other issues. I will 
address those very brieHy at the end of my statement, and I will 
sunimarize. 

(^/behalf of tlxe DAV lappreciate being here today. Sine? I am 
jpidg to talk mostly on vocational rehabilitation, I would like to 
^OTart out with k quote from the Republican platform that was 
adopted by thpoiepiiblican National Convention. 

We further advocate continued and expanded health care for our Vietnam veter- 
ans and consider it vital for the Veterans Administration to continue Its pn^rams 
with the rehabilitation of the disabled as well as its job training efforts, 

•To go to the end of my statement, first, perhaps, what is going to^ 
happen to the ' vocational rehabilitation program in our opinion is 
completely contrary to the Republican platform. The vocational 
rehabilitation program is doomed to die with these budget cuts. 

I am going to skip over the m^yority of my prepared statement. 

As the VFW,' we too are concerned about the budgetary process 
for the fiscal years 1981 and 1982 as we noW see it. 

They have .made no bones about it in the budgetary doamients. 
It says "to eliminate vocational rehabilitation initiatives." It does 
not say to ctirtail tiiern or reduce them. It says to eliminate them. 
And they are talkin^^ut the recent law, obviously. 
' They are going to do this by reducing the budget authority by 
^$L3 million §nd full-time personnel by 55 persons the remainder of 
^this fi?<;^ year. 

Ac^Jitibnally, they want to reduce by $2.7 million ^and U5 addi- 
tional full-time persoimel next year. It is a total redurtion of $4 
million and 220 personnel. * ^ f 

Now in all due respect to Dorothy, there is no way that they are 
going to effectively administer the old vocational rehabilitation 
progr^ with those kind of cuts, let alone the new initiatives. The 
program will literally die as far as we are concerned. 

I have been somewhat of an unofficial, infonnal student of the 
State vtx:ational rehabilitation pn^am ovez; the number of years. 
What Dorothy said the same thing that the Stat^ have been 
doing for years. They are focusing in on the severely disabled 
because bf budgetary restraints. Those who may physically be 
lesser disabled still have very severe employment handicaps. So 
V some^very subjective decisions are going to have to be made as to 
wh^ really ^verely disabled. You cannot judge that solely on the 
basis of a physical handicap. * 

We find itrificredible that at a time when the administration is 
proiJosing to strengthen the national defenses, by comparison, we 
appear to be willing to spend virtually nothing for the rehabilita- 
tion of those who served honorably in the past wars and conflicts 
• and were wounded, iiyured, or otherwise disabled. 

Public sentiments support an effective vocational rehabiUtation 
program for disabled veterans. ' 

The Hajrris survey that was released in July of 1980, if I may, I 
would like to just offer a few quotes. 

A two-thirds m^rity of tbe public feels that the Federal Government should do 
more to help the OVEV. 

o . 29 
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V 

I woultyike to add something here. I thinly in terms -of vocation- 
al rehabifitation we are talk ing primarily about Vietnam veterans* 
There are not that many World War II or Korean veterans that 
will be taking advantage of it. ^ 

Support ranges from nearly 100 percent for disability programs. It is noteworthy 
in an era of public service cutbacks aiki^udget retrenchments that almost no one in 
the public or among the employer or edubitor^s£imples feel that the Federal Govern- 
ment should do less to help the Vietnam era veterans. The d^ree of program 
support tends to be greatest for those that deal directly with the service-connected 
proDlems. For instance, the vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans. The most 
favored VA programs are financial support for disabled veterans, 98 percent, and 
vocational renabilitatipn of disabled veterans. * 

Ninety^ight percent of the public surveyed support vocational! 
rehabilitation. 

We find it ironic that an administiratipn which prides itself on an 
overwhelming victory in the November 1980 election, Bas^ on a 
public mandate for cnarige, including renewed fiscal restraint, pro- 
poses to virtually eliminate this program despite the evidence that 
a full 98 percent of the public surveyed supports vocational reha- 
bilitation for disabled veterans. i 

On H.R. 2391, Mr. Chairman, I regret to say that yre have no 
df§d^ position on this at the present time. We do have that bill 
under study. ) 

Mr. Drach. I would like to just digress momentarily if L may 
from the issues of vocational rehabilitation and talk just very 
briefly about Centralization. 

I find this kind of ironic, too, that'sthe current^ administration in 
many, many areas of FederM programs are talking about decen- 
tralization, and block grants to the States to run their own things, 
and so forth and so on, and yet they are talking about a centraliza- 
tion of VA programs and benefits. 

To follow up on perhaps Mrs. Heckler's question about the 
impact, certainly the paper processingOnay or may not be benefited 
by this. That remains to be seen. In terms of the adjudication of 
claims, and many of those would be service-coxmected disability 
claims, we believe that this centralization would be tantamoxmt to 
^ Tfdenying due process to the veteran because it would be virtually 
impossible to appear as they do now to local hearings, to preseAt 
their c^ so to speak« . ; 

And, last, on the psychological i^dUustment— I am sorry the 
gentleman from Or^on had to leave. I, to<k am a combat, disabled 
Vietnam veteran, I spent lOVa months in Vietnam prior to being 
wounded, ^e wants to, know how long wp are going to take care of 
these people— well again I would like to, if I may, and I borrow it 
from the rhetoric of the cxirrent administration. In a pre-election 
speech to a mcgor veterans organization, then candidate Reagan in 
talking primarily about national defense and our current military 
staffing, I quote: 

In short, your country must provide these persons and their families with a 
quality of Ufe that is equiv^ent to the sacrifices they make on our behalf. 

I have to ask this subcommittee, do we owe less tQ our disabled 
and other Vietnam veterans who served honorably at a time of 
national conflict? ' . ' o 

I would like to have asked the gentleman from Or^on what he, 
might have said to an l8-year*old-^let me back up; I am getting a 
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little emotional. I, too, was old by comparison. I was 21. I am not 
sure how old the gentleman from Oregon was at the time he was in 
Vietnam, but I would like to have asked him. what did he, or what 
would he have said to an 18-year-old kid, with his guts laying in a 
rice paddy, when he asked for 1^ mother? And you try to tell him 
that his mother is 10,000 miles away. 
Thank you, Mr.* Chairman. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank for your statement. It is very helpful. 
Mr. Edgar. Next we will hear form Mr. Max Beilke. / 

STATEMENT OF MAX J. BEILKE 

Mr, Beilke, Thank you, Mr. Chairman, It is a pleasure to be here 
this morning, . * ^ 

By design, I am restricting my remarks to the delimiting date on 
chapter 34.' 

The serious shortage of highly qualified NCO's and CPO's has 

• received considerable, attention in the last 12 to 18 months. One of 
the reasons that these individual^ are, leaving the service is to take 
advantage of their education benefits. 

.We have all hfeard about the retention disincentiye- caused by the 
delimitmg date. We have heard it from CongresSKthe military 
services, organizations and individuals^ We have rMd it in the 
newspapers, .testimonies, and reports. ^ • • 

I^CO's and CPO's today, this very day, are struggling with the 
. decision to get in, to stay in, or - to get out. Many, will stay if 
Congress removes the 1989 delimiting date. Each day of delay 
cause ouiumilitary servictes to lose good sqldiers, sailors, and 
airmen. 1 

In conclusion, I utga 'this committee to tak^ swift action in 
^'^''^emoving the delimiting \date, and that this problem will not be a 
problem repeated. in any future GI bill that is passed by Congress, 

As I reflect on the serious shortage of the NCO's that we now 
have, I reflect back to . the TV program, "Rumor of War," which 
you probably saw; In there they depicted a situation that is very 
real and will come back if we ever have another conflict to where 
we send a young lieutenant with no experience and a platoon of 

• young men with no experience. The only experienced individual 
there an NCO from Korea and he held tha't platoon together 
for a long period-of time. I would hate to see that repeated. \ 

' Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
. vMr. Edgar* Thank you foi^your statement. 

rrhe prep ared 8tateinent_!9 f Mr. Beilke appears on p. 44.] 

Mr. Edgar. Mr. Johnson? 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. JOHNSON, JR. 
Mr. Johnson. Th&nk you, Mr. Chairman. 

As ^ matter of introduction, the national comnjandant of the 
M&rine Corps League has endorsed the statement that J have 
^ presented^ here this mdming for theVecord, and hasaSked that his 
' organization be associated with my remarks. ' 

I am going to limit my comments this morning to two areas. One 
is the 1989 delimiting date; the other is correspondence training. 

ERIC 3i 



, Jm, Beilka has addressed the problem very well and he summa- 
y-raed it very welL ^ 
^ represent a Very unique membership. We are teetering on the 
edge of aboPut 250,000 people. We go from 1 week to having them 'to 
the next waek of being 800 or 400 shy and then the next we have 
got 300 or 400 over. S 

Eighty-three percent of the membership of NCOA is on active 
duty in the Aitoed Forces and they are stationed worldwide. Our 
membership is unique in that under the law they ar0 all veterans 
for the most part. I may have one or two people that do not have 
180 days' service, but I dg not think so. I do.not think it would be a 
significant percentage. 

Each of them is eligible for veteran's benefits as they have been 
defined. More than half of my members are Vietnam-era veterans, 
having served in Vietnam or during that period of time. 

These are individuals that are entitled to education under chap- 
ter 34 of the code-— the Vietnam-era veterans education program. 
Yet because they continue in the Armed Forces they are going ta 
. be denied the privilege of that education or they are gping to be 
denied a military career if they-decid^ that they need or want the 
education more. . , ' 

We believe this is an unfair burden to place on the members of 
the Armed Forces. These young men and women are put there to 
serve and they desire nothing more than to serVe, but they desire 
to be treated equitably m that service. Therefore, we would strong- 
ly support legislation— we recommend if in our prepared state- 
ment, H.R. 815 — which would provide 6 years. We strongly recom- 
mend some legislation — in tnis time and environment it is 
needed — tp extend Ihe 1989 delimiting date. 

The second area, correspondence training, relates directly to the 
unique 'nature of the membership pf the Non-Commissioned Offi-^^ 
cers Association. We have a number of^eople in service who are 
training, using their GI bill for correspondence training. 

As I have daid in my prepared statement, we have 429,000 people 
stationed in foreign countries. We have another 210,000 aboard 
ships of the fleet. 

For these individuals, for the most, the only realistic form of 
training is correspondence training. According to testimony re- 
ceived b^ this conmiittee last week, there are 800,000 members of 
the Anned^Forces today enrolled in corresppndence courses. Corre- 
Aspondence courses are" traditionally less expensive than institution- 
al ti'aining. * / 

] I think *that morale and retention will be yery seriously affected 
ittWs committee passes the VA proposal to end correspondence 
training. Ilierefore, we impose again on the committee to hold on 
to correspondence training at least for another few yews. 

.That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

|T^e prepared statement cf Mrr Johnson appears on p. 46.] 

Mr. EnoARi Thank you all for your very good statements. 

Mr. Johnson and Mr, Schwab, I believe at least one of you may 
have Been present lAet week when our committee met to review its 
budget. Youboth have indicated your interest in correspondence 
courses. I am sure you aifle aware that a fairly overwhelming vote, 
over my objections, failed to re9tore the correspondence jtraining;^ 
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and some of the other progifexis that \*ere laid out as cuts by our 
chairman. I think in lightyof^that vote there is probably little or no 
chance that correspondence training will be part of the future 
veterans' benefits. 

I do not see any action taking place on the floor given the fragile 
nature and the imderstandmg of that program. I think that be- 
cause our committee chose to go the route it 'did last week, it 
occurs to me that that area is pretty much out of the 'question. 

Would you disagree with that assessment of what we were doing 
last week? 

Mr. Schwab. Wettrwe really have not had mtoy complaints 
from Vietnam veterans about correspondence courses, other than 
those^as I stated earlier, Vietnam veterans who are so severely 
, disabled as to be housebound. 

The bulk of the pressure and complaints that we have had have 
been from the institutions thai will lose .this income. 

Mr. Edgar. But your assessment would be that the benefit is 
probably lo* given the action of this committee last week. 

Mr. Schwab. I would say this would be the first benefit to go 
under the present, budgetary constraints, ye^, sir. 

Mr. Edgar. Mr. Schwab, on page* 2 of your testimony you state: 

The fteagan budget contemplates reducing th^eterans* Administration's current 
58 regional offices to 3. Jn fact, the President's bodget amendments would reduce 
the 58 to 1 central location. ^--♦^ . 

If this should happen, what woUl^Tbe the impact on the VfW-s. 
service officer corps in each r^onal office? 

Mf. Schwab. Sir, we are still evaluating that, what we would do, 
and where we would place them and how they would ^erve oui^ 
veterans. It is a huge problem and it is going to result in less 
service to the veteran. population./That is all there is to it. 
^ t J?f ^V^er 100 service offifeere across the United States and 
.the bulk of them are in the VA regional offices in the various 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, if^you would excuse me, you^know, this budget 
flies m the face of what the President told our national VFW 
convention last August, and as has been, pointed out here, the 
Republican Party platform. ' 

We have a meeting with Mr. Meese.this morning to go over the 
budget, and the ^conflict ^d statements^ and if you fSrguld excuse 
me I would like to leave at this time for that purpo^. 7 

Mr. Edgar. Without objection you. are excused. Givkhim our beat 
and tell hun our prayers are with the President this morning. 

Mr. Schwab. Thank you. , . - 

Mrs. Heckler. Mr. Chairman, I would just hope that Mr. Schwab 
would emphasize the significance of the medical cuts. 

Mr. Schwab. Mrs. Heckler^ we agree with you. It is the begin- ' 
mng^otthe end of the VA hospital system.. 

Mrs. Heckler. Yes, it really is. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, sir. 

One of the* statements I have been making over the weekend is 
that of^ $50 billion of cuts, there are a lot of bulldozers, and one 
of the tKlMs that is tough to decide is what bulldozers to throw 
yourself m >(ont of. Mrs. Heckler is reminding you of the medical 



bulldozer— there are a couple dther buUdozeDS o^t there that have 
a great impact, particularly on our region of tne oquntry, 

Mrs. Heckler. Mr Schwab, I would just like to 9«y we also send^ 
our best 'wishes to the President. In fact, we respfect him very 
highland at this moment are prajjing for his recovery. Tell Mr.^ 
Meese that oiir hearts ar^ with him. ' • , 

l^r Schwab. Yes. * * 

Mr! Edgar. Mr. Drach, I have a great deal of respect for yoUr 
earlier statement, your honesty jand your emotional commitment to 
your statement which I found very helpful. Obviously you are 
frustrated with Dorothy Starbuck's comment about very little 
impact the administration's cuts could have on disabled veterans, 

I would make a suggestion that you try *to get an appointment 
with my colleague from Oregon, Mr., Smith. I think it would be 
* very helpful if you would sit down and communicate your views ta^ 
him. As with everything^ when you have an eyewitness account or 
an eyewitness expenience like -service in Vietnam, two of three or 
four different individuals can come back^ with a different impact, 
N different experience, "different colleagues that they have met, dif- 
ferent understanding of the impact of that war. ; 

In light of the report that was released last wefek on the great 

• impact on the Vietnam-era ,veleran^, ll think it would be helpful if ^ 
persons like yourself wotjd communicate with members of this"*" 
c6mmittee who max hold a slightly different^ point of view. 

• Let me ask Mr. Beilke just one question. Tou ^port H.R. 1400. 
A veteran will be entitled to $250 for 3 years active duty service 
and an additional $300 for anothei\3 years, for a tptat of $550 
beginning October 1, 198L This wilKmake the extensionr^of- ^e 
December 31, I9S9, delimiting date, the ending date of the GI bill 
unnecessary. • . _ , 

Would you agree.or disagree with that statement? 
Mr. Beilke. I think I would disagree because I am not positive 
that we have done away with that delimiting date. We also would 
run into another problem of a difference in educational benefits 
because it exceeds what the Vietnam veteran received from the, 
VA. • ' 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you. I yield to my colleague from Massachu-* 

setts. • * 

Mr. Johnson. Can I address that, Mr. Chaii;man? * 
' Mr. Edgar. I yield to my colleague, Mr. Johnson, 
c Mr. Johnson. Thank you, sir. 

The period of time that an individual has tf> serve now, aSsummg 
passage of a new GI bill this year, any individual enlisting 
reenlisting now would have to Serve 3 to 6 years additionally to be 
entitled to benefits under the new program. 

For those individuals who are now retired or nearing retirement, 
they are frequently governed by longevity of service dates. So an 
individual who is now approaching 18 years may not be allowed^to 
serve an additional 6 years to earn entitlement under a new GI bill 
which we create. , ^ 

Mr.JEDGAR. Thank yrfu. 
. I yield to my college from Massachusetts.. 

Mrs. Hecioerv I would like to say td all the witnesses that I 
appreciate your statement;||and very valid comments. 



* For Mr. Johnson, I would like £o raise the question df the reten- 
tion of the noncommissioned officer which is ^ major concern of 
everyone who has supported the All-Vdunteer Force, and certainly 
one of the.mo^ distressing weaknesses o^ our military today. 

Of course, we are proposing H.R. 4400— with whatever modifica- 
tions the subcommittee might make — as^one of the means of^dun^ 
teracting this loss of personnel, very valuable personnel. - V. 

One of the other reasons we are Ibsing the NCO is that they are 
lur^ into private industry by much greater compensation* l^o 
matter what we do in terms of a GI bill, this is not going to deal 
with the very attractive outside offers that the NCO receives from 
private industry. Could you comment on thfift?^ ^ 

Mr. Johnson. Mrs. Heckler, I think that is only part of the 
problem. I think that certainly there^are attractive ^offers from 
outside industry, certainly the technicians are being draWn outside; 
those with very, veryj^mployable skills are being lost. Thcae^ indi- 
viduals that are skilled in one of the technologies are not our only 
losses, we are losing the boatswain rates,.,>7e are losing the drill 
rates, we are losing the people that we count on just, to go but 
there and he good platoon leaders^ and good platoon' sergeants. 
These i^idividuals are»not as easily employable on the outside. 

Several factors lead to' this: A general dissatisfaction with lack of 
discipline in the Armed Forces; gay annpression and pay depres- 
^ sion; the loss of Buying power ibat the military members face sinte 
\ 1972; and an uncertainty about whaj. benefits he or she will have 
upon retireme^nt, something that Jias been discussed no fewer than 
7 or 8 years now. \ ^ • ^ . 

Annually we have talked about changing the'^'iretirement pro- 
gram as it affects the service member. All these things, weigh m 
that kin3 of-aJdecision*„ ' * 

NoWVith regS^ to H.R. 1400^ I think H.R. 1400 is goin|[ to be a 
fine recruiting tool for the ^med Fprces. But I do hot believe H.R. < 
1400 is going to do really one iota, of good in the area of retention 
that we are looking at. We are talking about retention in the 
second and third term reenlistment time frame. j 
^ People that are in that second and third term'reen^g^toent time 
frame are looking at a number of thinga. They ar6 looking at the 
amount of money they are getting paid. They are looking" at how 
far they have to go befor| retirement iTiey are looking at what is 
going to be there wheii tfiey get to retirement. They are looking at 
;;vhat kind of bonus is going to be offered to them for reenlisting jn 
the Armed Forces, and they are consyiering their overall chances 
of achieving retirement. . V 

Education benefits, even* the transfer^b^Tity^ that has beep pro- 
posed, is going to weigli very, very small in that equation as a 
service member- works it out. " * 

So in our estimation, H.R. 140Q, is going to be«a fine recruiting 
tool and a very necessary oW'l.^i^ight add— necessary fop the 
\eter^n as much as it is for the serviceman. We do not believe that 
it is going to b6 the retention tool that many people have assumed 
it will be. ^ ^ ^ ^ - . - 

Mrs? Heqkler. Tne dissatisfaction with discipline in the military . 
today has been mentioned to me many, many times, l^is is an 
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area in which the military can make a difference by their owh 
leadership. » , ^^-^ 

Do you see that happening? 

Mr. Johnson. I see a nxmiber of things happening in the Depart^ 
ment of Defense today. I think that tnejre is a changing trend^of 
thovght. I think that we are seeing discipline cbming full eirch^ 
W§ are seeing people lose individual identity in the Department' of. 
Defense, and I think that is good insofar as what we hav^ extended 
to the. service member in the past few years. 

We are seeing more considerations being a little more severe. We 
are seeing punishments imposed as being a little* more severe. We 
are seeing something of a change in the discharge system; to make 
it just a little tighter. We are seeing something of a change in the 
discharge* system to deprive people of the opportunity they had to 
volunteer out of the services. 

One of the obvious demonstrations of change 4vas mentioned m 
the Washington Post last Friday when they ordered all military . 
personnel in the Washington back into uniform and out of civilian 
Clowes. I think that that is just the first -step ^toward restoring* 
some pride aind some discipline in the armed services. 1 

Mrs. . Heckler. The second major problem that y^u mentioned* 
was the uncertainty of retirement benefits. That is a problem that 
is squarely in the lap of the Congress. And I am talking about the 
retirement benefits of all, not just the military. ^ 
, That would be a m^or factor in the retention question, would it 
hot? ^ ^ i 

Mr. Johnson. It is probably the m^or factor in^retentiofi beyond 
the 10th and 12th year of ser^ce. An individual who is at 10 jmd 
12 years of service wants to know what he is going to be making 
when he leaves that job. And he knows that, he is^ goin^ to leave 
that job at.an age where employment is going to be^iselatively hard 
to come by ^d it is not going to be lucrative, whatever it is. 

So he wants to make 43ure and she wants to^ make sure tb^t 
whatever he or she gets at that point is worth having. » 

Mrs. , Heckler. Thank you. 

Mr. iSnCAR. Thank you very much for your testimony this morn- 
ing. We did keep almost, within the 10:30 time frame. And we 
appreciate your taking the time to come and testify. 

This commitiee will stand acy^umed' until 'lO crclock otrMonday 
morning in N^nfolk, Va., vhere we will be dealing with the issijie of 
ll*R.1400.*^ 

^ [\^ereupon, at 10:34 a.m. the hearing was a4jOumed, subject to 
the qall of the chairman.] 
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Statement of Dorothy L. Stahbuck, CHiE^BENEn-ra Direstor, Vet erans ^ 
• Administqation 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee; We appreciate the opportunity 
^^i^^^'^f J^°iy°^ ^ provide you with information on a variety of 

subjects incrudmg chapter 34 data; comments on chapter 32 legislation to be submit- 
^.^on^ff K*' 'Hy*if"»'^ Educational Assistance "p^eram^ the status of chapter 
fn P^^?^t'"'''"fK2^"' Public Law 96-466; debt colfection provisions cont/n«l 
Hm^Honif^rH^^'p^ proc^ing dela^ that could Vesult from budget pereonnel 
limitations and the Presidential hiring freeze; as well as our position on hTr. 2391. 

CHAPTER 34 PROGRAM 

» J^22" "® experienced a general decrease in the number of GI Bill 
M^?^^»?""^ "1°"* "^^^^ against their'delimiting dates. 

fi^nJf^"^'f" were,alig]?Oy over 1.1 billion GI Bill 

trainees, down from the 1.3 million trainees we^had injscal year 1979. We expect 
that the number of trainees wiU drop to 387,800 iff^fisSinrear 1985. 

For fiscal year 1980, the types of training in which Gl Bill veterans participated 
were as follo^: 76.4 percent attended institutions of higher l^min|,f5^S 
^^^^^Prfn i,"^?^^' "«ht training. In other a^ 

^r^nLl^- ^f" "^^"^ PXrsuei OJT.and apprenticeship training, while .7 
p«;Mnv engaged 4n farm cooperative training. 

ftsn i^^u^?r.«".«^"<»"on programs were $2.3 billion in fiscal -year 

hmL^^rt 5'""" y^"" 1979- project training coste of $^3 

bilhon m fiscal year 1981 decreasfef to $1 billion in hscal year 1985 

f»,» .^lSI^T"""' ^Vi wanted information and analysis of completion rates for 

b^flTr^ ^^.."^^""'P'^^L^^ ^a*!"* National Survey ofVeterans taken 

S..iSf;„*^'"'?.^'^"^°" the VA,. we have certain" completion rates available on 

whiS DS.^l'H'J'^ii^"'"^'' December 1980. Additionally, the indeperfdent stud? 

viJL'S JT^rf^J ed examinatipn and analysis of the extent to which eligible 

llltf^^'^'^ entiUemeHts and had successfully completed their programs or 

Hnni^ ^'"wrt/'' vocational gdals has been ^mpleted bf ResearelTApplica- 

MoW^SifeS^gsr^: ''^ '''f^^ ^ 

The perccnTOS^f veterans trained has increased from 60 percent amone 
' S^Hn^'?Jf post-lCorean veterans to 72 percent among veteraS who served 
aunng the Vietnam era only. , pc* ^ 

» intemed^%li\^ percent of these veterans completed training or reached an 

JJl" ♦^J^S"' Vietnam veterans used all their entitlement and 37.6 

l^^^l ^ ?i December 1980. used half or more of their entitlement. 
AiJ^^?S °^ veteran trainees attended classes on a full-time basis. 
Almost 70 percent of the enhstees trained.after military service, compared to 
bl.b percent of tt^^-draflees. , 
Specific compfetion rates shown in the Survey are- 
nfh^l^iA ^"^"^ ^'^^ school 50.3 percent; flight school 77.4 percent: 

?na ?iT*.^Jif P^^?'' cori^d^nce 62.7 pii^ent; apprentiJfS 

mg 71.8 percent; on-the-job training 74.8 percent; and farm training 76 per^nt. 

\ 

CHAPTER 32 PROGRAM ^ >• 

Mr. ^airman, you also asked for pur views regarding the chapter 32 program for 
CJit 1^%7T <VEAP). Indt'/iduals entering militai/service^on or afteJ 

i^nh7J'* 1,1 """^^5. P^ram. This is a contribMtory plan under 

fino J"*^*?'^"^^ make monthly contrfbutions from their military pay to help 
TJ. I?^n i^^^"* own. educ^tion^^ese .allotments range from as little as $25 p^r montfi 
to $100 per month up to a itaximum of $2,700. In addition, lender recently enac;ted 

. (33) ^ 
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Public Law 96-4pe, these individuals may^lso make lump sum contributions provid- 
ing, of course, thit total contributions stfy within the $2,700 maximum. 

Eligible individuals may begin using their benefits after completing their first 
obligated period of active duty or 6 years of active duty, whichever period is less, or 
after their discharge or release from service. The Veterans Administration matches 
the individual's contribution on a $2 for $1 basis. Thus, on the contributory basis 
alone, an individual may receive up to $8,100 in educational assistance ($2,700 from 
their own contributions matche4J9y $5,400 by VA funds). 

In addition to the individual'^ contributions, the Department of Defense may add 
to the individual's education account what has come to be known as the DoIXjff 
"kicker." This kicker, which can be in varying amgunts up to $12,000 when added to 
the individuals monthly contributions plus the VA matching funds, can provide an 
individual with as much as $20,100 in educational benefits. The DoD kickers are' 
paid primarily to individuals with specialties and skills, in which there is a shortage 
of personnel, for reenlisting in the military. 

Moreover, in the enactment last fall of the Department of Defense Alitbonzation 
Act, 1981 (Pub. L. No. 96-342), the Congress provided that under certain circum- 
stances the Department of Defense may p^y the monthly VEAP contributions on 
behoof an individual and, under certain circumstances, an individual eligible for 
VEApienefits may transfer such entitlement to a dependent or dependents. Thus, 
there aretnany benefits available under this program. - „ . / , . - 

In establishing t% contributory program, the Congress specifically provided that 
it was to be a test pn^jram. It did so by requiring the President, if he determines 
that the program should be continued, to make such a recommendation to the 
Congress on or before June 1, 1S81. The Congress also provided that, in the e^wit . 
the Presideiit inakes such a recommendation, which would permit enrollments in 
the program beyond December 31, 1981, the House or the* Senate could disapprove 
such a recommendation. * , . , ^ e 

Although the time for the President to make this decision has not yet, of course, 
been reachisd, it should be emphasized that in the conference report on the Depart- 
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 198.1, the conferees (House Report No. 96-1222, 
p. 100) re<lommended that "the current VEAP Program funded by the Veterans 
Administration be extended to June 30, 1982, in order to provide sufficient time for 
the Department of Defense to test and evaluate the pilot program contained in the 
conference report." This recommendation has great merit since the second test 
program, enacted in the authorization la\y cited above, is Undergoing testmg and 
cvaiuaCion. Further, the President's revised budget, submitted to the Congress 3 ^ 
weeks ago, reflects a similar recAnmendation for a 1-year extension. We anticipate 
sending a legislative proposal to the Congress in the near future to carry out this 
recommendation. v t. ^ * 

I believe at this point it would be appropriate for me to provide the most recent 
statistics oi/ participation in the VEAP program. Through January of this year, a 
cumulative total of 321,169 individuals have elected to participate in the PJggram 
and have had deductions made from their military pay. Of this total, 183,429 fare 
currently having deductions made; 55,580 have suspended their allotment^ but arp, 
of course, eligibV in most casea to participate in the education benefits pn^am 
based on their previous contributions; and there are 82,160 individuals who have, 
for various reasons, had their allotment terminated and have received refunds of 
their contributions. 

' Participation in VEAP has been increasing. In Calendar Year 1977, 42,934 VEAP 
accounts were established, with total contributions of $1L7 million, InJ[}alendar 
Year 1980, 111,090 individuals joined the VEAP program, and contribute a total of 
$119.1 million. However, the number of participants who were paid refunds has also 
increased at an alarming rate: In Calendar Year 1977, 2 percent of the participants 
vfete paid refunds compared with 40 percent who were refunded monfey in 1980. 

' Cumulative figures indicate that from 1977 through 1980, 25 percent of those who 
have ever participated have been paid' refunds. In addition to the cumulative refund 
rate of 25 percent, it is also significant to note that an additional 17 percent of all 
active participants havjB terminated the allotment without reqwesting a refund. I 
should point out ^hat this group of former participants could do one of several 
things* They could rfKj?sibly resume allotments at some future date. They could 
withdraw their funds, or they could "initiate the use of benefits. Taken together, 
allotments terminated for any ^reason make, up 42 percent of the total ever active. 

I would also like to say a few words, about (Jiapter 32 trainees. A" 
number Of participants who entered the military^ after December 31, 1976, and wl^^^ 
^ authorized payroll deductions at the outset of }the chapter 32 Prog^^m^J" If*"* 
completed their first enlistment (usually 3 years^during Calendar Year 1980. There 



has been a progressive ri^ in the number of chapter 32 trainees throughout the 
past year with a substantial increase during the last quarter of thfl^year. 

CHANGES IN CHAPTER 31 

Mr Chairman, I would now like to turn to the steps which we have taken, are 
taking, and will take to implement amendments to the vocational rehabilitation 
.program enacted in Pub. L. No. 96-466. 

Cm October 30, 1980, we issued general instructions to %fiect pay adjustments oT 
the 17 percent increase in subsistence allowance rates for all veterans in chapter 31 
training on Octo^r 1. This was followed on Jlovember 7 by a comprehensive issue 
on all provisions of the new l^w with instructions to the field for implementing 
provisions effective October Tand October 17. In addition to the rate increases, 
there were a number of specific payment changes on which action was taken. 
Procedures were established for parent of nonpay training in a Federal agency at 
the institutional rate rather than the prior on-job training rate. A subsequent issue 
in February 1981 '(Established procedures for making postrehabilitation payment at 
the full-time subsistence allowance rate, rather than tne rate at which training was 
completed. Finally, su'bsistence allowances for veterans incarcerated for a ftlony 
were discontinued. 

^e law makes very specific and liberal provisions for the extension of eligibility 
and entitlement of veterans who are participating in a vocational rehabilitation 

Srogram on March 31, Therefore, on February 4, we issued comprehensive instruc- 
ons to assure that appropriate action is taken to continue these veterans in their 
chapter 31 j)rograms. 
Mr Chairman, the increases in the revolving fund loan limits has presented a 

Erobiem in the way of implementation. The existing RFL ^Revolving Fund Loan), 
enefit is modified to increase the maximum loan which may be authorized from 
$200 to an amount twice the monthly subsistence rate for a single veteran in 
institutional training (currently $564). However, the total appropriated amount 
available for loan was not increased, and special instructions had to be developed to 
assure eqdfitable distribution of available funds. 

Field stations have received detailed instructions which cover loan approval, 
documentation of need, loan amofint, and repayment. New loan requests will no 
longer be approved until any outstanding RFL has been fuUy recouped. Due to 
budgetanr constraints, we are requiring Central Office approval of any loan in 
excess of $2pQ. Additionally, cash loans have been discontinued and all loans are 
now disbursed by check from Hines Data Processing Center. A requ^t for a $1.25 
million suppleme;ital appropriation is pending, and we are also preparing a request 
for authonty to transfer monies^from the reacyustment benefits appropriation to the 
RFL, as needed, so that we can more adequatelv carry out this provision of the law. 

To facilitate action on provisions for staff aevelopment and research, a Special 
unit has been established in the vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling Service at 
Central Office. While some activities have been affected by budgetary constraints, 
the unit has been active in assisting regional offices with plans for staff develop- 
ment directly related to performing assigned duties, .and those which will become 
more significant as the new pnM^^ comes into being. . 

In regard to the Veterans AdrJjsbry Committee, nominations have been made and 
a charter for the Committee is under develo^ieent. However, a final action cannot 
be taken until a new Administrator is named.' , > 

• This substantially completes my testimony on action which we have taken on 
provisioAs effective October 1 and October if. I would now like to turn to what we 
are doing in relation to provisions which will become effective April 1. We have 
completed, and have in the process of distribution, issues dealing with chapter 31 
eligibility and entitlement, initial and extended ev^uation. Individualized Written 
Rehabilitation Plan, election of chapter 34 rates by veterans with remaining entitle- 
ment who are in chapter 31 programs, incarcerated veterans, authorization of 
supplies, work measurement modifications, and new provisions for payment of sub- 
sistence allowance to hospitalized veterans, and during'^xtended evaluation. 

I would like to touch briefly on some points which 1 believe are of concern to the 
Committee There has been much discussion of criteria for entitlement to vocational 
rehabilitation under new provisions of the law. Eligibility for and entitlement to 
services are oraanized around two basic concepts. Effective April 1» employment 
handicap must be shown in each case as part of the determinations of basic entitle- 
ment. Employment handicap means an impairment of the veteran's ability to pre- 
pare for, obtain, and retain employment consistent with such veteran's aptitudes* 
and abilities. Instructions have been prepared to carry out the congressional intent 
thtft this determination be based upon the effects of the veteran's service-connected 
disability when co^idered in relation to other pertinent factors. Our instructions 
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als6 Qmphl^ze the critical nature of this determination, and the need for thorough 
analysis and documentation to assure equity and prevent error. . 

Serious employment handicap means a significant impairment of the veteran's ~ 
ability to prepare for. obtain or retain employment This determination is aTcej; to 
* extension oeyond the 12 year period of eligibility and, in manv cases, to authoriza- 
tion of more than 48 months of rehd}ilitation under chapter 31 ^one. The criteria 
being developed for determination of serious employment handicap incorporate our 
Hndings as to subgroups of service-disabled veterans found to be e^eperiending the 
most Sfficultv in making a successful adijustment. 

The individualization of servtee^and their delivery on a timely basis are critical 
to the success of our rehabilitation efforts. The law reflects our concern in the 
provisions for development of an Individual Written Rehabilitation Plan. An issue 
has been prepared for VR&f field staff which provides guidelines in the dM^elop- 
lifbni and implementation of the IWRP. All veterans in a program of extended 
evaluation will receive an lEEP (Individualized Extended Evaluation Plan). All 
veterans in a program of rehabilitation training will receive an IWRP, Employment 
assistance services for all chapter 31 veterans will be outlined^ in an lEAP (Individ- 
ualized Employment Assistance Plan). Although the lEEP and lEAP are specialized 
versions of the IWRP, the development, content and implementation of these plans 
if essentially the same. The IWRP is desired to: 

U) Improve the planning and coordination of the'VA*s multifaceted rehabilitsltion 
seprices; 

Motivate the veteran and expand, the veteran's involvement in the develop- 
ment and management of his or her rehabilitation program; and 

J Improve the Accountability of rehabiljitation service delivery. 
; believe this kind of individualized planping for veterans who are in need of 
ces because of their service-connected disabilities will help us to better fulfill 
eal purpose of the program. . ^ » 

in regard to employment-related initiatives, we have been meeting ^with the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans Employment to develop regula- 
tions and policies for promoting and enhancing employment opportunities for 9erv 
ice^isabled veterans whQ have received vocational rehabilitation services under 
chapter 31 or in a sinular program under the'Rehabilitation Act of 1973. We are 
- preparing detailed instructions for field ^taff in.the area of development and follow 
through of .the individualized employment assistance plan, direct outreach effort^ to 
public and private employers, coordination with other agencies and programs, ip- 
volved i|i the placement process, and follow-up to ensure satisfactory adjustment in 
eniployment ^ ' 

We are revising our work measurement and end product system to correspond 
with changes in the chapter 31 program and we will folio up in tfune 1981 With a 
conAprehensive work measurement study to establish work rate standards for the 
reor^nized.end products. 

Mr. Chairman, one su^sl for future implementation is the pilot program of inde- 
pendent living for seidoh^ly disabled vetSans for whom a vocational goal is not 
reasonably feasible. A maximum of 500 seriously disabled veterans ma^ be enrolled 
in this program in each fiscal year with program planning to begin in fiscal year 
1981 and actual implementation scheduled for |iscal year 1982 through fiscal year 
1935r We are reassessing our capability to carry ottt the pilot program in the light of 
budgetary constraints. We do believe that implementation of this program can be 
aQCOmplished through ver^ close coordination with the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery and State rehabihtation agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to i>riefly discuss some of our plans for continu- 
ing implementation of our program. ' , ^ 

Once all basic instructions are /in place we will conduct an inservice training 
program to help assure uniform and equitable program administration. We believe 
the policies ana procedures which have been developed to implement the chapter 31 
amendments provide a solid basis for administration of the new program. We 
anticipate development and publication for comments of new regulations to imple- 
ment Public Law No. 96-46tl)y September 1981. • ' 

EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM 

The education loan program, which began in 1975 with the enactment of Public 
t^w No. 93-50^, came about because of congressional concern that veterans residing 
in certain States where education, was n«t heavily subsidized,, or who chose tO. attend 
a private institution, were in fact unable Id do so even with VA assistance since the 
cost of tuition exceeded the veterans* resources. Senate Report No. 93-907, which 
accompanied S. 2784, provided the following rationale for the VA education loan 
' program: 
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{F]or those veterans choosing to pursue a course of education leading to a 
standard college degree and attending certain higher cost institutions additional 
sums, even beyond the rate increases . . . will be required . . . 

The loan program was designed to be a supplemental program, one that was 
meant to fill the gap between the veteran's available income and the cost of an 
education at the institution selected by the veteran. ' i . 

Public Law No, 93-508 limited tffts loan to $600 in any one regiflar academic year. 
A loan fee of 3 percent was also deducted from the approved loan amount. The 
purpose was to provide a fund to insui;e against defaults. Any default was to be 
treated as aa overpayment. To be eligible, a veteran or dependent had to be enrolled 
in an approved educational, institution on at least a half*time basis, either in a 
course which led to a standard college degree or in a vocational course which 
required the equivalent of at least 6 months full-time, training for completion. 
Probably the largest eligibility hurdle in this early program was the requirement 
that the applicant must have sought and been unable to obtain a loan under the 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP). 

On October 15, 1976, Public Uw No. 94-502, The Veterans' Education and Em- 
ployment Assistance Act of 1976, was enacted. This, law increased the maximum 
loan for a regular academic year to $1,500 .and ipcrease^ the aggregate education 
loan amount to $292 multiplied by the number of months of remaining entitlement 
Public Law No. 94-502 also required Ithat the rate of interest charged-Se. comparable 
to that imposed on loans under part B o£ Title IV of the Higher Education Act'oP 
1965, This last provision cau^ the interest rate on VA education loans to drop 
from 8 percent to 7 percent. All these changes became effective, on October 1, 1976. 
One reason for the substantial increase from $600 to $1,500 was to make the loan 
more attractive to the veteran population. 

While Public Law No. 94-502 did increase the loan amount, it did not ,alter the 
lender refusal stipulation in the law. We believe 4t should be pointed out thaHhe 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program in the Offic^ of Education was intended-^help 
high-nsk students, uqable to get loans from regular commercial lenders. Since vA 
apolicants had to be turned down by GSLP, obviously this created an even higher- 
psk, self-selected group which needed extr£(ordinary assistance under exti^aordinar- 
ily ridky.conditionS; by design. 

The VA Bducatfon Loan Program was next amended by Public Law No. 95-202, 
the GI Bill Improvement Act of 1977, and enacted on November 23, 1977. This law 
increased the maximun; lo&n amount for any one regular academic year to $2,500; 
gave the Administrator authority to waive the requirement that noncollege degree 
students and vocational objective students must be enrolled in a program requiring 
6 months or more to complete, arid, in addition, did away with the reou i i eufgri TtMt^ 
VA loan applicants' seek and be unable^io obtain HEW-gdaranteea loans before 
receiving a VA education loan. 

Public Law No 95-202 also provided for the use of remaining entitlement after 
aelimiting date as eligibility for an education loan when certain conditions are met 

In February of 1978, the Veterans Administration conducted a survey of the 
education loan prc^m. The results of this survey^ indicated that essentially there 
was no relationship between tuition levels and program participation. We found 
that two factors, other than tuition levels, contributwl to high participation in th^ 
program. 

These faetors wef^ the cost of living and economic conditions. In aftas where the 
cost of living >vas relatively high, loan activity was, also high, even in free tuition 
schobls. Lean activity was also High in economically depressed^eas, even in low 
tl^!tion schools. We also found that there was &n apparenl lack of intent to repay 
the loan on th^ part of large numbers of veterans. The survey also predicted that 
the high default rate would rise. 

Suwequent to that survey, we amended our loan processing guidelines to tighten 
approval standards. While this action teinporarily reduced the average loan 
amount, it had no impact on the default rate. In March 1980, pursuant to authority 
containfed in Public Law No. 95-476, we amended VA regulations to limit loana to 
those tfases where tuition and fees are at least $700 for the school year. This action 
has ndt served to curtail the continued rise in the default rate, r 

We dafinot continue to support a program in which money provided for education 
expenses fs realW being used to support a lifestyle and to pay for goods and services 
not even remotely connected to the pursuit of an education. If money loaned out is 
being improperly used for purposes not'related to getting an education, it must be 
seriously questioned whether or not the program is a success. ^ 

Recently, Public Law No 96-466, enacted' on October 17, 1980, amended the loan 
program to make loans available to those pursuing fight training. These new loans 
are available only to those VA flight training students who are reimbursed at the 
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owpwjewbt level iSie veterans may be eligible forVeterans Administration educa- 
tion loans in amounts up to $2,500 per academic year. , « o^c i -*u 
As for education loan activity in fiscal year 1980, we disbursed 7,846 Joans worth 
sliKhtly under $6.7 million. This represents a decrease of 30 percent from loans 
disbursed in fis<»l year 1979. ^ .... 

During the same period, 16,511 loans with a value of about U7.9 million ma- 
tured— Uiat is to say. they became due for repayment Defaults expenenced dunng 
the fiscal year numbered 13,122 and were valued at just over $14 milhon 

As of December 1980^ the cumulative loan pr<«ram reveals that 51.751 or b / 
oercent of the loans have matured with a value of $49.5 milUon. Out of this total, 
34,708 loans are in default totaling $32.6 milHon, or 67,1 percent of the loans 

"^r^ntmued administrative collection actions for ^hfi loan progjam rey^ that 
$2.04 milhon has been collected on loans in repayment status and $1^ million has 
been coUected on defaulted loans. This totals $3.38 milLon .returned to the loan fund 
and IS a combination of cash collections and deductions from other VA benefits, paid 
to the borrower. Our total colle<ftions during fiscal year 1980 of $3.38 miUion is an 
increase of 98 percent over fiscal year 1979. The use of VA attorneys m the enforced 
collection of debts authorized by Public Law No. 96-466 should provide a greater 
increase in collections. - - i_ j <• 

The agency recently submitted the a^fnual report of defaulted loai^ by education- 
al institutions to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs of both Houses of these 
Congress. 



OVERPAYMEKT — DEBT COLLECTION 



Mr. Chairman, I would now like to turn to the subject of overpayments which vou 
asked us to atWress. The provisions of Public Uw No. 96-466 pertaining to debt 
collection wereTll) offset fr6m current benefits beyond expiration of the statute of 
limitations; (2) use of VA District Counsels for enforced collection on acwunts; 
charging interest on delinquent accounts and those being collected by in^lment; 
and (4) reporting delinquent accounts to. consumer reportmg agencies (CRA s). We 
have always offeet from current benefits without regard to the statute of limita- 
tions. However, because of a recent disagreement between the General Accounting 
Office^ and the Department of Justice as to the legality of this poLcy, it was deemed 
prudent to reque^ legislation to remove any doubt We are, therefore^ conUnuii^ 
this policy under Public Law No. 96-466. An ^reement was signed on October 17, 
l980rBetween VA and ^he Department of Justice meeting the mtent of the second 
i ou 'We ai e n ow using VA Diatrict G o a nsels-for^-enfbrced collection on ac- 
counts $1,200 or less, which I will, discuss in more de^ later in my testimony. 

Implementation of the^final two provisions has been delayed pending expansion of 
our computer capacity, ureffect unplemerttation necessitates the reactivahon of ml 
terminated accounts because the debtor must first be notified of our mtent to 
charge interest and report to CRA's. This will triple thd total number of accounts 
(education, compensation and pension overpayments, and loan guaranty defaults) in 
the active system, rendering the project impossible to handle on existing conaputw 
hardware at our St Paul DPC. With the upcoming change m the St Paul DPC 
operations, we anticipate the a^^ailability of computer capacity «} 1982.^ . ' 

Since we plan to staff up to the personnel allowed for debt collection m oi^ fiscal 
year 1982 budget, we anticipate no nwuor adverse effect on our debt collection 

^Atlhe end ^>f January 1981, the dollar va^ue of education receivables on hand 
showed a decrease of .5 percent from January 1980— from $403.2 million to $401.2 
million. The January 31, 1981, balance of $401.2 mUlion Included $63.9 miUion on 
hand at the Department of Justice, while the January 31, 1980, balance included 
$5T.B million at Justice. In March 1978, ouf Centralized Accounts Re<»ivable Section 
(CARS) b^an referring education receivabIes#over $600 directly to the Department 
of Justide for enforced collection whenr VA administrative efforts were unsuoccssfta. 
These accounts liowever, remain under VA ^ccountahihty. »Pnor to March 1978, 
th^ receivables were referred to the General Accounting Office (GAO) which^ 
^assumed the accountability for the accounts transferred to them. ConsequenUy, they 
were removed from the VA's books. Thus, m order to get a true pomparative picture 
of the b^ce for which the VA has collection responsibility, we could deduct the 
balance on hand at' Justice from the VA's balance. This gives us $345.4 million m of 
January 31, 1980, and $337.2 million as of January 31, 1981, a decrease of $8.2 
million, or 2.4 percent , , . 

Establishments for the first 4 months of fiscal year 1981 decreased by 17 percent 
from the first 4 months of fiscal year 1980, dropping from $88 million to $73 milhon.. 
Total.dispositions were down for the same period, dropping .from $103.3 million to 
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$92.4 million, a 10.5 percent decrease. The decrease in dispositions is partially 
— • reflected in our referrals to Justice which are not included in our disposition figures 
since they remain on our bookst and are yet uncollected. 

When we add our referrals to Justice, we show disposition figures for fiscal year 
1981 through January 31 pi $74^ million as compared to $79 million for fiscal year 
©80 through January 31. a decrease of $4.8 million or 6.1 percent. The decrease in 
dS^poeitions is also partially attributable to the fact that terminated accounts total- 
ing $5.1 million were converted to active accounts for the purpose of conducting a 
test for cost efiejitiveness jn collecting old uncollectable debts- 

With regard M the agency collection program, our initial efibrts consisted of a 1- 
year test to determine whether such a program could be cost-efi*ective. The test 
proved that the agency can, with adequate resources, conduct a cost efiective debt 
cqlle<^n program. When preparing the fiscal year 1981 and fiscal year 1982 budget 
submissions, we anticipated a permanent but limited contiijuation of the program in 
fiscal vear 1981 and an expanded program in fiscal year 1982. Congress further 

*^xpanded the program providing funding for 300 positions for fis^ year 1981. 
JBecauise of the peat concern with the need to reduce Federal employment, the 
Veterans Administration was' only allocated 120 of the positions, and under the one 

"for two hiring freeze in efiect at that time, we -would have been permitted to fill 
only 60 of those positions. Accordingly, we requested an exemption from the freeze, 
which are approved 0MB on January 19, 1981, but was not received until the 
new freeze was instituted by President Reagan on the day of his inauguration. A 
second request for exemption from the freeze was approved on February 24, 1981, 
and iwe are currently in the process of completing hiring for these 120 vacancies. 
In May 1980, anticipating obtaining resources mandated by Congress in the fiscal 
year 1981 HUD-In dependent Appropriations Act, we took necessary action to divert 

* all $60041,200 drf>t cases for referral tOiDistrict Counsels. The creation of this 
workload was not foreseen when determining resources necessary for this pn^ram 
for either fiscal year 1981 or fiscal year 1982, nor was the Congress aware of the 
potential for sucn a workload at the time thft,,determination was made as to the 
number of positions needed to conduct this program. We estimate there are present- 
. iy in. excess of 200,000 cases in the system whicK could, within our administration 
abili^ to do such referrals, be forwarded to the offices of the District Counsels 
within the next year There are in addition to the normal monthly referrals which 
can be anticipated to range from 8,000 to 12,000 per month. 

It appears that for the remainder of fiscjd year 1981 we may have a total of 179 
positions in our Regional and District Counsel offices devoted to a program antici- 
pated, when it was fully implemented, to require twice that number. With staffing 
in fiscal year 1982.expected to increase to 318, ^ency wide, we will still have only 
the minimum staff determined necessary for nationwide expansion of the collection 
efTort to include all cases up to $1,200 and all types of receiv«d)les. 

Accordingly, if staffing levels are to be at 179 for 1981 and 3ia in 1982, we must 
recognize that inroads on the workload will be short of what we would like. Referral 
of cases^ to District Counsels will be controlled to most effectively handle both new 
and older cases. 

We haVe been asked to- consider for 1982 the use of private collection agencies for 
routine collections. The General Accounting Office has' published a report contain- 
ing a cpnclusion that Federal agencies are not permitted to contract for collection of 
Government indebtedness without special legislation providing for such activity. 
With such legislation, all prelitigation on such debts could be contracted out, retain- 
ing litigation jurisdiction with the Government In addition, use of IRS levy and set- 
off from tax refunds is being considered and would be an effective and relatively 
. inexpensive means of collectioh. We believe that jgiven our lack of resources and tjie 
extensive restructuring needed to our computerized referral system, the results of 
this effort were satisfactory Thus far in this program we have been successful in 
J^lving, more than $2.2 million of the debte referred for "collection. This includes 
$515,700 in cash; $1,107,300 in recoupments, corrections a^d other noncash recover- 
ies, as well as repayment plans secured by promissory notes of $676,700. Computing 
all types of resolutions of debts referred to our offices for collection, it would appear 
that estimates as to our collections ($10 million In fiscal year 1981 amJ.$24.mif!ion 
in fiscal year 1982) would have been attainable had the resources contemplated by 
Congress been made available for this ^ort. . , » ' 

In other developmente, in April 1979, we entered into a contract with IRS to 
furnish addressed of veterans with overpayments. Through January 31, 1981, we 
referred a total of 306,664 accounts to IRS for address information^ The accoynts 
referred include compensation, pension and loan guaranty, as well as education. We 
6re actively pursuing collection on those acoounte for which the IRS has provided a 
good address. The proUlem with these cases, however, is that if the debtor refu^-to 
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pa> and a credit report is required to determine the course of further collection 
action, the Veterans Administration iS precluded from going to a contractor for a 
credit report . using the address provided by IRS Nevertheless, we anticipate some 
increase in dispositions due to our IRS locator service. Legislation Rending before 
Congress woula correct this Problem. - 

Education loan defaults are included in Ibe total amounts we are speaking of 
here. 

In M^rch of 1979* we, issued m^truotions to field stations requiring that no home 
loan guarantees be approved for veterans who have outstanding educational over 
payments until such debts have been repaid, or until repayment arrangements 
satisfactory to the VA have been made. Results from this program havi^been highly 
satisfactory. For the period Ma>1979 through^ January 19B1, cumulative «^ collec 
tions under ^his new program totaled $9.7 tnillion. Also, based upon ^tablished 
repayment plans and offsets due to reentrance into training, an additional $2 4 
million in collections can be anticipated for the remainder of fiscal year 1981 

^ H.R- 239i 

^Ir. CKairman, you have asked for our views on H.R. 2391, a bill , recently intro- 
duce by Representative Daschle. This measure would provide a one-shot, 2-year 
extension of the delimiting period for Vietrtam era veterans to pursue programs, of 
on -job training (otFier than apprenticeship) or programs of education with a voca- 
tional objective (other than flight training), t - ' • 

V The 2-year period would commence to run October 1, 1981, or the first day of the 
third calendar month following the date o enactment, whichever is later Educa- 
tional assistance could be provided only if/tfie veteran ha^ been determined by a 
counselor at a readjustment counseling tenter, a VA medical facility, a St^ 
employment office, or a veterans' assist^dnce office as being in need pf such a 
program or course. Follcrwing completion of a program by a ^^teran, the VA would 
oe called upon to pVovide necessary employment counseling. 

We are opposed t5 any further extensions of the current 10-year delimiting period- 
for these veterans suice any extension would not be consonant with thp readjust- 
ment intent of the current Ul Bill program. We also believe that enactment of such 
an extension would lead to other recommeiidations for extensions We can also 
foresee that this proposal could result in additional abuse of our educational pro- 
grams since there are many vcgjational'^echcgls which use a variety of devices to 
enroll a large number of VA students', followeoby heavy attrition as these students 
fail to complete the course. i 

Training unskilled veterans in vocational schools is not a gu^raifitee of successful 
job placement even as to those who complete the course. Also, we believe there are 
other Federal programs available under which these individuals may be provided 
.the education tnev need to obtain necessary job skills. 

We note that the proposal also would result in an extension of cj)rt-espdndence 
trainmg. The Admirystration has proposed legislation which would terminate the 
authority for pursuit correspondence trailing effective July 1, 1981. Thus, we 
strongly oppose any new authority to pursue such training, since it does Jiot lead to 
substantial employment and it has been foun^ that manv individual^ ^av^used this 
typ« of program primarily for recreational or avocational purposes. 

feFTECTS OF BUDQET CUTS 

Mr. Chairman, you asked for our views on- the impact of budget cuts oi} claims 
processing timeliness. 

, As you jnay know, I Jjave previously testifi^ concerning possible restructuring of 
the department. of Veterans Benefits to accommodate the employment projected in 
the March revision of the 1982 budget. ' 

The scheduled loss of approximately 1,879 Fiill-Time Equivalent (PTE) positions 
Reductions in some program activities and possible regionalization of operations 
invoiving delivery of benefits are currently under consideration. 

At this time, np firm plans have been made regarding regionalization of the 
adjudication, loan guaranty, and supporting 'service activiti^. Looking down the. 
road, some form of regionalization would appear to be inevitable in view of the\ 
anticipated vastly improv^ 'TARGET** capabilities, which would relieve us of 
rehance on reference^to claims folders. There^is no way that any positive action to 
effect, regionalization cart be taken this fiscal >jear. This leaves us with accommpdatr 
ing to the r^uction in emplo3rment in both Centrat Office and in all Regional 
Offices. f ' {: 

The schedule reduction of adjudication personnel in the field by 620 PTE positions 
will have the obvious effect of increasing the workload for the remaining adjudica- 
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tion personnel. We have conducted a specjal review of our work processes and 
believe we can institute procedures which will permit us to provide benefit services 
at reasonable levels. As we move into this we will keep the Committee informed of 
plans, changes in procedures, and their impact on operations. 

The scheduled reduction of Veterans Services Division personnel by 496 FTE 
positions causes so^ne changes in emphasis. Specifically, such a reduction will affect 
VSD field elements that are currently concerned with compliance surveys, educa- 
tion visits, outreach activities, approval processing, E^OC programs and- State ap- 
proving agency reimbursement contract administration' Where adjustments must be 
made in activities which are legislatively mandated, wd will consider the submission 
for rescission legislation. The areas of compliance surveys. and outreach will be 
subject to diose.scrutiny ort Q.ur part. — 

In the Vocational Reh abilitation and Counseling Service, we must reduce person- 
nel to a level of 566 FTE positions gome into Fiscal Year 1982. These reductions will 
impede full implementation of the Vocational Rehabilitation program enhance- 
ments mandated by the law, but our commitment is to administer the law to the 
maximum extent possible. ^ tt^ 

Certain decentralized* counseling locations must be terminated to facilitate the 
consolidation of available VR&C manpower resources. Fee-basis guidance center 
funds for" Fiscal Year 1981 and Fiscal Year 1982 will be distributed to provide for a 
continuation of counseling services in those areas where direct VA counseling 
services must be terminated. ' ^ ' 
, Available Yesoiurces, of necessity^ will be targeted to provide services to the most 
severely disabled. Counseling services available by request from VR&C staff under 
other VA education programs will be provided only as feasible. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I can only say that Uiese reductions represent a real 
challenge for us. We ^are prepared to m^t the challenge and wMe there will be 
displacement of personnel this fis<»l year, w^ expect our program afiministration to 
continue at an acceptable level. ^ ^ \ 

Our plans on regionalization are in the formative stage. Guidance furnished us 
indicated centralization, implying one location. We are planning on regionalization 
to three centers. No sites have been sielected. We are working with the GSA on 
possible locations adequate to accommodate such an operation. 

We have not progressed to the Iwint of having costs of' such regionalization 
computed and vHU not have final figures until sites are selected and staffing needs 
solidified. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. We will be pleased to respond to 
questions on our programs. 



Statement of Donald H. Schwab, DmEcroR, National Legisi-ative Servtce, 
Veterans op FOrbion Wars 6f the Uniteo^ates 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: Thank you for tne privilege of 
appeanng before this distineuished Subcommittee to present the views of the Veter- 
ans of Foreign Wars of the United Stetes. 

My name is Donald H. Schwab and it is my privilege to serve th6 more than 1.9. 
Inillion men and women of the Veterans of Foreign Wars as their National L^sla- 
tive Director. * ^ 

Mr. Chairman, the programs under consideration today are all administered by 
the Department of Veteran^' Benefits of the Veterans 'Administration. This depart- 
ment, as others within -the VA, has been under-Tunded and under-staffed the last 
several years and that which is in the offing does not auger well for the services to 
which our veterans are entitled by Congr^. 

In the fiscal year 1980, employment within the DVB was 16,914. The Carter 
Administration wouldihave reduced that nOmber in 1981 by 149 and in 1982 by 
another 444 to 16,351 for a total reduction of 593. Now, the revised Reagan Adminis- 
tration budget as of March 10, 1981 proposes even deeper cuts in the DVB of 377 in 
1981 and an additionaJ 1,874 in 1982 for a two year cut of 2,261 personnel or a total 
DVB strength of 14,521 or 1,800 less than the Carter Administration pnmosed. The 
ramifications of these personnel reductions wUl be far reaching and devastating 
unless^ngress acts to restore adequate personnel levels. Infopnation available to 
the V.F.W. indicates that the 58 VA R^onal Offices will be consolidated into three 
for a savings of $46^ million with all clarms abjudicated in the Central Office. This 
will ^atly restrict the ability of veteitos and their survivors to file claims, be 
properly represented and Jmpede the procpssing* of claims and disbursements of 
benefits, to which entitled, with this ominous background, let us examine the 
programs under consideration. . - ^ 
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Mr. Ch^rman, approximately percent of all Vietn4m-€r'a veterans have taken 
advantage of educational assistance under the provisions of Chapter 34, 38 MfSCfind 
some 474,000 are presently availing themselves of this b^efit The Carter /Wminis- 
tration contemplated extending by two years the ten year delimiting date for 
certain disadvantaged Vietnam veterans in fiscal year 1982 at an anticipated cost of 
$62.9 million. By current Resolution No. 757, the V.FW supports eliminating the 
delimiting date and extending benefits from 45 to 48 months However, the revised 
Reagan Administration bucfeet eliminates the previously proposed two year exten 
sioQ. 

- As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, both the Carter and Reagan budgets would 
eliminate correspcmdence and flight training for a savings of $32 2 million. The 
V.F.W. opposes curtailment or elimination of earned veteran benefits and privileges 
as enunciated in Resolution No. 697. It would, indeed, be insensitive to deny corre- 
spondence courses to those Vietnam veterans so severely disabled that they are 
house-bouncl. ^ 

The post Vietoam-era Veterans' Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) author- 
1^ by Chapter 32, 38 USC is a contributory one for members of the all vol unteer 
ibrce en Ustin^^i l fter D ecember 31, 1976. E ach dcHlar contributed^ by theTtiemoer is 
matched by two by the Veterans Administration. Under the provisions of Public 
Law 96-466 active duty personnel may contribute not less than $25 per month nor 
more than $100 with a maxiijium limit of $2,700. Participation in the pr<^ram, 
which was intended and heralded as a recruiting vehicle, has been disappointing ^ 
with only some 17,000 participating at present. No new enrollments will be permit- 
ted after December 31, 1981 unless ektended by law in which case full funding 
would be by the Department of Defense rath^er than the Veterans Administration 
Notwithstanding, the Carter Administration proposed extending t^ifi termination 
date until December 31, 1982 at a cost to the VA, not DOD, of $30.5 million The 
V.F.W. has no current position with respect to this program. We are, however, 
supporting « more comprehensive educational program for activ^ duty personnef 
presently under consideration by Congress. 

Tlie Vocational Rehabilitation program authorized by Chapter 31, 38 USC for 
disabled veterans has been used by 841,000 since 1943 and there are presently more 
than 14,000 in the program. Public Law 96-466, the "Veterans Rehabilitation and 
Education Amendments of 1980" greatly expanded and enhanced the program. 
However, and unfortunately, once again we have a law on the books for which the 
necessary fu^iding and personnel are to be denied. The revised Reagan Adhiinistra- 
tion 1981 and 1982 bucfgets elimfnate the new vocational rehabilitation initiatives 
by reducing the funding oy $4 million and personnel by 170. 

The^pprenticeship and on-the-job training programs of the Veterans Administra- 
tion are authorized py Chapter 34, 38 USC; Benefits are payable following approval 
of the training by the appropriate State 'Approving Agency Apprenticeship pro- 
grams are subject to stiindards published by the Seci-etary of Labor in 29 USC 50a. 
Although the OJT. program has had the highest comQletion rate of all GI Bill 
trainees, 95 percent, use by Vietnto veterans haS declined tiue, it is believed, to a 
^ lack of employer incentives. In general, the employer must yidicate with reasonable 
certamty a job will be available upon completion o(,training. Wages paid the trainee 
at tne start must be at least 50 percent of the wages paid for the target Job. Such 
wages must be increased at regular intervals so that in the last month of training 
they are at least 85 percent of wages paid on^the target job. Benefits payable by the 
VA under these programs are lower than thos^ paid veterans pursuing undergrad- 
uate or graduate work because of wages paid by the employer. A single veteran in 
^ppreliticeship or OJT training receives from the VA $226 each, of .the first six 
months/$169 a month the second six months, $133 every month Jthe third six 
months and $S6 monthly the fourth and any succeeding six months; while those 
single full-time students in institutions of higher learning presently receive $342 per 
month throughout their 45 months ofentitlement. ' » 

Mr. Chairman, our^ current Resolution No. 648 opposes funding clits in either 
' State Approving Agencies* or the on-the-job training program. Unfortunately, the 
current. Administration's 1981 budget would reduce funding for State Approving 
Agencies by $3.9 minion and in 1982 by another $9.7 million which would require? 
the VA to assume this feaponsibility in the face of severe i^ersonnel reductions 
previously putlined. ' ' 

Mr. Chairman, employment of veterans within the agency in one area WhereTthe 
Veterans Administration has estfiblished an enviAble record. Of their 234,800 em- 
ployees, 86,170^76,382 meni;$nd 9,788 women) or 36.6 percent enjoy veterans* prefer- 
ence; 42,631 or 18 percent are Vietnam veterans and 9,925 or 4 percent are disabled 
veterans holding Veterans Rea4justment Appointments. » , 



The Veterans Administration's involvement in emi^oyment programs for veterans^ 
is generally restricted to the vocational rehabilitation program, the apprenticeship 
and on-the-job training programs «nd coordination with the Department of Labor 
with respect to veterans employment pro^nis under their jurisdiction. 

Mr Chairman, the single piece of legislation under consideration today is H.R. 
2391. introduced by the Honorable Thomas A. Daschle, a member of this Subcom- 
' mittee. to amend Chapter 34, 38 USC to establish a vocational trainingft)rogram for 
veterans of the Vietnam era. Such training would be available for a two year period 
commencing with tfte fiscal year 1982 or the third month following enactment of the 
legislation, whicheveKjs later, if recommended by proper authority; namely, a 
coucrsejor at a readjustment counseling center, a state employment ofHce. a veterans 
assistafitekofflce or a Veterans Admin istratiorV medical facility. 

THe VRWv, certainly applajuds the intent of the instant legislation, particularly 
since the unernplpjyrment rate for Vietnam veterans ages 25 to 29 is 11.1 percent 
while that for noh^vi^rans in the same age group is 8.5 percent. Althmigh we 
support passage of the ^Ui. we do so only if full funding to carry out the jfrovisions 
thereof can be assured. Ar^^atter of fact, our Resolution No. 758. entitled "New 
Legislative Initiatives." mandates us to . ^ press the Congress, of the United 
States to appropriately fund all npi^egislative intitatives rather than eliminate or 
reduce existing entitlements to provwe^Unding therefore," The necessity ipr full 
funding assurance is* paramount in view Of..pending budget and personnel cuts 
within the Veterans Administration which. lfC|.ustainedMwill eliminate or curtaH 
benefits directly affecting Vietnam veterans. v 

Cited resolutions are appended and this concludes ^.testimony. Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. . 




RESOttmoN No. 757 * . . . 

VIETNAM-ERA G.I. BILL EDUCATIONAL BENEFrTS * 

Whereas, bur great -organization recognized that each generation of veterans has 
needs different from those of earlier eras; and 

Whereas, the Vietnam war took place during a period of vast changes stemming 
in part from the complexities of new technology that have created a highly industri- 
al, urbanized society; and ^ 

Whereas, since the last increase in educational benefits in 1977,^ we have wit- 
nessed a double^ligit infiation rate where the costs of education have exceeded the 
ratiTof Inflation; and 

Whereas, the retufns from such programs have far exceeded the Federal invest- 
ment therein; and A , 

Whereas, many Vietnam veterans, for a number of reasons, have not had the 
opportunitv travail themselves of these benefits; now. therefore, be it ' 

Resolved, by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States that we seek the passage of legislation to amend the Vietnam-Era 
Eduction and Trainii^g Act which would (1) extend entitlement thereunder from 45 
to 48-'tnonths; (2) secure an increase in benefit levels at least comparable to the 
increase in the Consumer Price Index; and (3) r^ove the delimiting date on 
eligibility for such benefits . _ 

Adopted by the Slst National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States held in Chicago. Illinois. August 15^2^ 1980, 

• RESOUmoN No. 697 

OPPOSE CURTAILMENT OR EUMINATION OP EARNED VETERAN BENEFfTS AND 

t PRIVILEGES ' , 

Whereas, there is a growing trend toward reduction ^of the earned benefits and 
entitlement^ of'veterans. their spouses, dependents and survivors which were explic- 
itly promised ot provided by law or regulation in recognition of the hardships and 
danprs of service life; and ' , . 

Whereas. th6 erosion of the earned benefits and entitlements are detrimental to 
the n^rale of veterans, active, reserve and retired; and < 

Whereas, the conHThied erosion and reduction of earned benefits and entitlements 
will adversely affect maintaining an effective and efficient military force heeded for 
the purity of the United States; now. therefore, be it 

Resoived, by the 8!st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States, that we oppose all efforts by any Individual, group, organization, 
government oflice. bureau or agency, or the United States Con^rejs, to discriminate 
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against a vet|kan» discharged under honorable conditions, or to eliminate or curtail 
in any manner their earned benefits or priWleges. 

Adopted by the Slst National Convention of the Veterans of Fo.reignlvars of the 
United States held in Chicago, Illinois, August 15-21, 1980. 

Resolution No. 

oppose funding cut? of st^tb approving agencies and on-the-job training 

Whereas, the Veterans' Administration is supporting legislation which would cut 
state educational approving agency funding by over 50 percent; and 

Whereas, that cut in funoing represents a disproportionate share of the total 
budgetary cukof.the Veterar*s* Admmistration; and 

Wher^^the proposed bill would eliminate funding for State Approving Agencies 
for apprenticeship and on-the-job training, reversing the policy established by Con- 
gress over 35 years ago by eliminating state and local input and giving ail approval 
powers to UieKederal government; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Slst National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States, that our opposition to such a drastic and disproportionate cut be 
^communicated by letter to the members of the House and Senate Committees on 
'Veterans Affairs in Congress. ' 

Adopted by the Slst National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States held in Chicago, Illinois, August 15-21, 1980. 

♦ 

o Resolution No. 758 



NEW LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES 



Whereas, during the current Congress there have been efforts made to reduce 
Federal spending and to balance the Federal budget; and 

Whpreas, at the same time, legislative initiatives have been advanced by the 
Congress that have provided much needed veterans' assistance programs; and 

Whereas, the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States has historically 
opsosed the reduction,. elimination, or erosion of earned entitlements and benefits; 



^and 

Whereas, there is a demonstrated trend within the Congress to eliminate or, 
reduce established veterans* benefit programs to provide the needed ftinds for newly 
enacted measures; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the 81st MSational Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States tiiat we strong^ press the Congress of the United States to appropri- 
ately fund all new legislative mitjatives rather than eliminate or reduce existmg 
entitlements ^ provide funding therefore. * 

Adopted by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign War^of the 
United States held in Chicago, Illinois, August 15-21, 1980. 



Statement op Max J. Beilke, Legislative Counsel, the National 
AssociATipN vovt Uniformed b'ERviCES 

Mr. Chairmto, and members of the subcommittee, I welcome the opportunity to 
present "the views of the National Association for Uniformed Services to this distin- 
'guished panel. 

The National Association for Uniformed Services (NAUS) is unique in that our 
membership represents ..alLranks of pareer and non-career service personnel and 
their wives and widowBpOur membership includes active, retired, and reserve 

gjrsonnel of. all seven ulaiformed fi!g?^ce3;a|rmy. Navy, Air Force, Mannes, Coa9t 
uard, public Health SeryiB^'and vSb NatioBahOceanic and Atmospheric Adminis- 
tration*,, With such a memwwtehip;^ are able to draw informatiQiuijpoiBf a broad 
b^ase for oiirjegislative activities';:^' ^ ^ ■ ^ 

The military services today, are suffering. 'a serious shortage of highly qualified 
and experienced^ NC0*8 an4 CPO's. They are leaving, the ntiilitary for various rea- 
sons, most of which can be corrected by Congress. Some of the reasons for getting 
out are low pay, family separations due to du^ assignments, and the desire to go to 
' school before losing educational benefits. This last reason is due to Se^rtion 1662 
paragraph (e) Chapter 34, Title 38, USC. which stales ''No educational assistance 
shalfbe afforded, any eligible veteran under this^jhanter or Chapter 36 of this title 
alter December 31, 1989." V • - ^ 

This paragraph requires that nwd-leveV NCCs and CPO'slnake a decision. They 
either remain on active duty and forfeit their educational^nefita. Or they can 
get out, of the service to take advantage their edubationarW^nenis and foHett 



their military retirement This is a tough decision for many to make because it is 
almost a np-wm proposition. ^ 

The military person who entered service prior to January 1, 1977 must get out 
withm the next four years or lose educational assistance benefits. This is unfair to 
the sengce member and to our country. 

"NAUS is not alone in bfelieving that the 1980 delimiting date is unfair, so- do 
Hrii?^ ° i»r . ^Ionizations and individuals^ Among these are Representative G. 
Willimn Whitehurst, servmg hig seventh term, representing Virginia's 2nd District 
and Representative Duncan Huntef^ serving hjs first term as 'Representative to 
California s 42nd Distnct. It is interesting to note that Freshman Duncan Hunter 
feels so strongly about removing this delimiting date that the first bill he introduced 
after commg to \\ashington was a bill to remove it 

NAUS recommends that, as a minimuifi, a veteran be allowed five years from 
date of last discharge or release from active duty to take advantage of, educational 
benefits. Ten years should be the maximum. NAUS would support legislation ex- 
tending the time frame any number. of years between five and ten. 

In recent weeks this subcommittee has he^ many hours 6f oral testimony and 
read hundreds of pag^ of written t^timony concerning the establishment of a new 
DMi il u ^""^ unime, the reter^tion incentive factor expected from a new GI 
Bill has been cited by many witnesses. The current delimiting date is serving as a 
dismcentiye. This was clearly bointed out by Rear Admiral Hogg, Director of US 
Navy Military Personnel and Training Division. Office df the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations m bis ^tement before the subcommittee on ManpoT^er and Personnel of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on Military Compensation, on March 18, 1980. 
' Admiral Hoggrs statement in part reads: - V o 

"With respect to educational bjenefits. the termination of the' Vietnam era GI Bill 
benefits is serving as a disincentive to service for the career force. Because the 
benefits will terminate on Decemlwr 31, 1989, service members who entered active 
duty after 1969 must le^ve active duty prior to twenty ye&rs <Jf service in order to 
, , y*^?® percent of our third term personnel leaving the Navy at this time 
rank To keep from losing my GI Bill Benefits" as one of the most important factors 
in their separation decision. The expiration date is not only costly to the Navy in 
terms of lost skill and experience of those who leave, bWt it unduly penalizes those 
who choose to serve their country. F consider the extension of the GI Bill benefits as 
an important prer(Bquisite to improved career retention.". 

If, removal of^the delimiting date keeps half of that forty-ohe percent in the 
service, the action would have to be considered successful. The longer Congress 
detos, the greater number of qualified people will have left the military Service 
sjmply to use their benefits. Congress must decide how njuch longer they Wgint this 
exodus to continue The number of vacancies in critical skills increases eachifevT 
w March 17, 1980 this subcommittee^eard the Coast (Guard testify that the 1989 

lis? biggest disincentive to a Coast Guard career. " 

r t!!r ^*^^i»onal Incentives Study" published by the OfTice of Assistant Secretary 
of Ddense (Manpower, Reserve Afiairs and Logistics) ©n February 9, ddSO also 
addressed the 1989 delimiting date. 
Chapter 2 of thh study contains the remark: 

* Since the incejJtion of, the All-Volunteer Force (AVF) ongoing and proposed 
Defense educational yicentives have been evaluated against thfe following criteria: 

£'.:'/. ' . 

3 • • 

4. . . . . _ . 

5. The incentive should not require the recipient to leave the military in order to 
obtain the benefits, and ifcshould be compatible with other recruitment or retention 
incentives. , 

??f m[ J^orce's Recommendations to^this study was: 

u .M u current 1989 delimiting date on the iige of GI Bill education entitlements 
fater ^ ye^" a^er retirement or separation, or 1989, whichever is 

One of the U.S. Navy's Comments in the study was: 

Since all benefits under the GI^Bill termtnate in 1989, the year 1985 may be 
critical [or the services. Personnel who enlisted prior to January 1,>1977 are not 
eligible for VEAP Manyocareer oriented personneldesiring to take advantage of the 
» ITIS^^S®^*^' ^{^^'^ 9^ ^'^h who would not reach eligibility for retirement 
unUl aRe? im may b^ by this and leave the service. The results of a 

survey teitfen jf^,314 enlisted personnel separating in 1979 showed that *to keep 
fre.,i losing GI benefits Was among the top ten factors affecting ca'reer decision.! 
One-third of those surveyed ranked this factor as 'extremely important.* Therefore,^ 



the Navy strongly recommends that the 1989 termination iiate for the GI Bill be 
extended indefinitely to cover eligible career personnel who entered the service 
prior to 1977." • . % „ 

If this Congress is sincere in its efforts to make the All- Volunteer Force a success. 
Vemoval of the 1989 delimiting <fete would be a positive* step in that direction. 

Correspondence training is an aspect that is of importance to our inservice veter- 
ans. Many are assigned to remote posts or 'aboard snips where correspondence 
training is thei only method by which the inservicfe vetei^an can acquire education 
credits. These courses provide a valuable means of self-im^ppvement for the individ- 
ual. They also provide a vsQuable source of refresher review as preparation for 
future college attendance. Correspondence training is of, value t<f the individual and* 
the military service and therefore should not be discontinued. ^ 

At this time, I am .prepared to answer any questions ym\may have ^ 
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Statement of Richard W. Johnson. Jft.. Assistant DmrcroR for Legislation, 
Noncommissioned Officer^, AssociATiON of ti^e U.S.A. " 

Mr. Chkirman. The Non Commissioned Officers Association of the U.S.A. (NCOA) 
is the fourtly largest National Veterans Service Organization accredited by the 
Veterans Administration. It^is also the largest professional military enlisted associ- 
ation. NCOA*s md^e than 249,000 members are located worTd-wi^e. Most of them are 
. Vietnam era veterans. I am Richard W. Johnson, Jr., assistant director for legisla- 
tion for NCOA- On behalf of the Association, I extend gratitude to the Committee 
for allowing NCOA this opportunity to present its views, on G.I. education *and 
training programs. * ' 

G.I. BILL IMPROVEMENTS 

The Non Commissioned Officers Association is appearing before the House Veter- 
ans A0*aira Subcommittee on Education, Tt'aining and Employment to voicejts 
concerna^wr some changes and improvements in existing: veterans education jSro- 
grams. The changes are being considered as t)art of «n annliabrevievr conducted by 
the committee to Aake improvements'in the education programs provided tt) eligi- 
ble service members and veterans. Three changes conceni NCOA this year They • 
are the 1989 delimiting date on use of existing , G.I. Bill benefits; the proposed^ 
elimination of correspondence training for all veterans and in-service personnel; 
and, a cost-of-living increase in the amount of educational assistance payments 
given to veterans. 

DEUMmNG DATE 

Pnder current law, Efecember 31,1989 is prescribed as* the absolute delimiting 
date* for paymentc^t educational assistance benefits to Vietnam era veterans. ThisC 
^^limitatfon, wfiile^it may have seeiBftdlj^ir when it wa^J passed in 1976, has placed a 
* & severe burden g(Ti*Tcaree^ oriented mefnbers of the" Armec^orces. 

^^gOi^anuary 1, 19,80, a <:Iocft begai^ runhing. Under tb® law, not one Vietnam fera 
^ejeran^who is in service today>^will .have- full teh" .years to use his* or^ her 
..educational feeni^it aftpp being disch2krged. The law in regply^makes people cho(»e 
between continued cserxicp 'or discharge to use earned education |?enefits. This leads 
the more ^ridlis prctfertvof experienced manpower aihor^ges in the Armed 

^ SubQOimnitt^ oiv%u@|iQnjfi|id^^ has fie^tpld in |^ent hearings by 
representatives of the^DefSi^tfep^^Cpint, Chi^t)|^afeof the services and others * 
how inporfent e<g«iito&i^ents ftr^ \Q members fifjth^ arm^ fqrtres. In fact, the 
committee iir consiaerft%^e?^paksage AnJegislWlot^ to infplehieht f new G.I Bill to 
helfTalleviate the ^rvlceFm^jtowenproljlem^**/ "1 ^ " 

uch of the testimony. profided'4^)is ComAitte^ dm-ing those^ h^rin^, centered 
around the shortage • of expffrienced nopcoipmij^cined jahd ^pett^ officers in the 
career force. They are the mid-level ftdnag^^ jiecessary^o maipt«ining a capable 
and professional' force. jitt>l * * ^-^^^i * 

. Last yeahAtJnjjrki Thomas B. Hawv^d, ChitRJf Naval 0perat|pntf told Congr^, 
"Distinct^problems exist in the e^ntial 5nid»level sugem^r are^, Jbecause of a 
shortage of about 17,000 \ietty officers with ^9 to 16 ye^rS at s^ic&.** This year - 
Admiral Hayward has.noted that the shortage ha§ ri^en^to 2^000. .The Navy Usts 
the C.I..Bill delimiting date apiong the neasons^jfor this shbVlage. 

NCOA conceeds lhat it is not incumbent ofjhe Vet^r.ans;.^yf^i;|^^mmittee to 
impwove the military, manppwer situation. It is, howev^fr ^he. pespdnslbility of |he 
Veterans Affairs Comipittee to protect benefits promised jo veterans. 
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4Tie servicemember who joined the armed forces in 1969 and is still on active duty 
isjust as much h veteran as the person whajoined in 1969.and was discharged in 
ml. In the eyes of the law, both became veterans after they had pontoleted 180 
days of active duty. All service members who serve for more than six mpnths are 
veterans, notwithstanding their continued service. 

Last year th6 Senate Veterans Affairs Committee attempted to extend the delim- 
iting date. Rmetably, their effort was not sustained. But, a remedy exists in H.R>*^i 
815» a bill by Congressman Duncan Hunter of California. It will not provide the full 
ten year delimiting period but it will ensure all veterans at least six years to use ) 
Iheir educational assistance benefltsr , ^ • / 

Availability .of post-service use of earned G.I. education benefits is. not the only ' ^ 
problem facing servicemembers. In-service use for correspondence courses is also in . 
jeopardy if the committee adopts a VA proposal to discontinue this method of 
training. 

CORRESPONDENCE TRAINING* • 

During fiscal year 1980, 429^,154 service members were stationed in foreienonn- , 
tries and another 210,780 were station^ abbard ships o perat ing from port^t home 

and_abroad. Few^f these_peQpIe_hayeJhe opportunity to attend institutional traiji: 

ing._Other members of tJie armed forces who are stationed within the United States 
may be ]^recluded from attending structured classes bv duty schedules or operation- 
al commitment^ Yet, service men and women are^still intereste!^ in improving their 

- education. - / * — --^^ 

According to Lee Hughes, Director of Education at the Marine Corps Institute, 
**Today there are over 800,000aj.S. military personnel enrolled in correspondence 
courses . . :* Abouu7^,000 are training under tlie Vietnam era G.I. Bill. During the 
Vietnam 'era, neai1y,20 percent of all G.I. Bill veterans elected correspondence 
training for various reasons. 
The reasons may vary widely, but most are valid. For housebound and severely 
< tfisabled veterans, correspondence training may be th'e only irfethod feasible. The 
same goes for service members aboard ships, on remote stations and in some foreign 
countries. Still others^may pursue correspondence courses as a method of training 
simply bi&cause they are uncomfortable in the youthful, iristitutional atmosphere. * 

Military and civilian government employees are encouraged to use correspond- 
ence coi^rses to improve their professional abilities. At least one service, t!^ Marine 
, Corps, gives special proYnotion consideration to its members who complete cor re-' 
spondence courses. Moreover,^ mcst employer^, including government, give some 
subjective ensployment and promotion consideration to indiviijuajs who seek person- 
al or professional improvem^tntHhrough enrollment in correspondence ^training. 

Among the primary reason^ cited by the VA in it5 proposal to end correspondence / 
training in high disenroUment. Yet, the VA has not tried to det^rmine.how many of / 
those who fail to complete correspondence training, later enroll in mp^traditional 
institutional training. Neither has the VA considered the possiblejncreases in costs 
which may result from the elimination of correspondence training. Certainly, many 
veterans will seek resident training and then educational assistance payments will 
rise accordingly. 

^ Home 5iudy through corres>)ndence schools is a viable, productive, and relatively 
lisexpensive method of traimng. Its benefits to in-service veterans and severely 
% disabled veterans is incontestable and irreplaceable. Hopefully, the Veterans Affairs 
Committee will retain it as part of the G J. Bill. 

NOCA's last area? of concern is with the adequacy of educational assistance 
payments. . . . * 

^/^^ • COSTOF-UVirJc INCREASE 

Last year Congress provided a ten percent increase in educational assistance 
payments to •veterans training under the G.I. Bill. It was the first increase since 
-» - October 1977 Last year's action fell about 20 percent short of offsetting the actual , 
increase in the cost of living since 1977. Overall, veteran students may still be 30 
. percent behind the 1977 benefit level by October 1, 1981. 

The current administration has not prop<wed'an increase in education benefits. 
Yet» in view ^f the great emphasis being placed on the ne^for veterans education 
programs it ip only proper to provide reasonably' for those who have served. The 
Vietnam ' era] G.I Bill is no longer a recruitment device for the, armed forcfe. 
However, it ^tjll has impact on thpse who are serving or will serVe under a new 
education program. If the needs of veterans training under the old G.I. Bill are . * 

neglected it \yin be an adverse signal to those, who enlist and serve under a nqw 
program. A 

ERIC - _ . <v<gl " '\, . 
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NCOA is not seeking an increase of 20 or 30 percent. Such an action would be 
unreasonable and unr^istic. There is just cause to provide a substantial increase 
'but too many other programs in the vA are also in need of budget increases. 
Nevertheless, Congress shoul4>provida,some increase to veteran students this year. 
Such an actidh wUl have substantia positive impact Even if the raise is only five 
percent, it will reinforce the importance of service and this Nation's commitment to 
veterans. " - 



Mr. Chairman and membera of the subcommittee; \t is my distinct pleasure, on 
behalf of the more than 6S6,u00 members of the Disabled American Veterjans, to 
appear before you loday to provide you with our views and observations of the 
Jveterans Administration Programs of Education, Training and Employment. It is 
my intent. Mr. Chairman, to restrict my testimony to the area of vocational reha- 
bilitation for service-connected disabled veterans as provided ibr in Chapter 31, Title 
39, U.S. Code. 

Mr. Ctxairman, for manv years the DAV has argued that the end result of 
vocational rehabilitation should be actual employment in occupations for which 
dibbled veterans have Ijeen traine^^-not just ''restoration of employability." We 
Believe that^he VA Administrator has had the administi^tive authority to issue 
regulations that would require the vocational rehabilitation and counseling staff to 
take a more active role and become more directly involved in follow-up assistance to 
assure placement in a job for which a I5enef!ciary has beeii trained. 

Current regulation (CFR 38, Section 21.290) states 'The primary responsibility of 
the Vetei^ps Adqiinistration in its vocational rehabilitation prc^ram is to restore 
employability ... .the best proof that employability has been restored is a showing 
that the veteran actually has been plsceo in suitable employment.'' The regulation 
further delineates specific steps the VA will take to assist the disabled veteran in 
obtaining suitable employment. Despite the current regulatory requirement, very 
little, if anything, is done to assure "uie veteran actuallyjias been placed in suitable 
employment. In our opinion, for all too long it has been determined that a person is 
"renabilitated" when that person has "graduated" from training. 

Mr. Chairman, from March 24, 1943 to Januaiy 31, 1981, 842,403 disabled veter- 
ans have participated to some extent in the VA's vocational rehabilitation program. 
It is appalling, Mr. Chairman, that the VA cannot tell us of that 842,403 how many 
are actually employed, or have been employed, in jobs lor which they were trained. 
In 38 years they have not kept any records on the success of this program., We 
recently leamea, howevfr, the VA does intend to stait keeping sucn records in 
Aprilof 1981; perhaps SSvears too late. ^ ' * ^ 

According to budget information availble in fiscal yeair 1980, it cost an avei;^ of 
$3,069 to maintain a disabled veteran in vocational rehabilitation. It is estimated for ' 
fiscal year 1981 that it wilj cost ^,629 and in fiscal year 1982^$3,98S. This repre- 
sents an 1^2 percent increase in fiscal year 1981 over fiscal year 1980 and a 9.8 
percent increase in fiscal year 1982 over fiscal year 198L Assuming no increase for 
ilscal year^ 1983, if you look at those costs on a cumulative basis approximately 
$14,674 will be spent for a four year college edj:cation for a beneficiary who entered 
Mrainin^ in. 1980 anH, jgrovide^ no follo^;^up services to assure that the person is 
placed in a Job for wmch thousaikb of dollars have been expended. This can be 
^ avoided if adeauate fundings jstafflng^ and training are provided. 

We would like to emphasize^ Mr. Chairman, that we definitely support vocational 
rehabilitation hensBts and programs and certainly^believe it is cost^fTective, espe- 
cially in yijSTT of the potential return to the Treasury in increased taxes paid oy 
these benficiaries who do ultimately obtain suitable employment. 
' An other exasAple of poor implementation and record keeping is a prevision in 
CFR 5, Section 315.604 (copy attached). Mr. Chairman, this authority was impl^ 
mented following World War II and continues today. It permits federal departments 
and a^encie^ to ap^int noncompetitively a disabled veteran who complete a course 
of irainipg autho^rized by the VA under vocational rehabilitation. When queried 
about this several yea)[s £go, officials of the then Civil Sendee Commission (Om^ of 
Personnel^ MainagemenH could not account for one placement under ihis authority 
from World War n through 1975. The programu^ then reauthorized in Public Law 
94*502 and continues in existence today. B^f^t data from the VA reveals that 
since enactment of Public Law 94-502|^uctober 15, 1976, a mere 593 disabled 
veterans have participated, and, only V4 are currently employed with the federal 
government* - ' ^ 

A3 We know; Mr. Chairman, Public Law 96-466 was enacted on October 17, 1980 
following extensive study and recommendations on overhauling the vocatipnal reha- 
bilitation program of toe 1940*8 to modernize it to reflect current trends and 
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developmenteiii the labor force^ as well as, vocational rehabilitation. Section 1500 
and 1501 offnis new legislatkyi redefine^the purpose of vocational rehabilitation 
and* represents the first m^or dvei^ul in more than ^O year^. We believe the 
current legislation was and is necessary fc assure adequate employment and train- 
ing opportunities for disabled veterans who participate in this program. 

We are concerned^ however, that the program may **d\e on the vine" without 
adequate resouroE>^ and funding The proposed Reagan Administration revised 
budget for fiscal^ year 1981 recommends the elimination of vocational rehabilitation 
initiatives bv reducing Ihe budget authority by 31.3 million and reducing fuJl-time 
persohnel b455. The Reagan Administration is proposing to further eliminate the 
vocational rehabilitation initiatives in fiscal yar 1982 by a reduction of an additional 
$2.7 million and 115 full-time personnel. Th^t is a total reduction of $4.0 million and 
220 personnel. Not only will this eliminate any new initiativt«, which are legisla- 
tively mandated, but v/ill nave the effect of deteriorating the program as we have 
known it ^ • 

Mr. Chairman, in an earlier inquiry to 0MB Director David Stockman on the 
issue of the President's authority to implement a hiring freere on Congressionally 
mandated positions, we received a response (copy attached) from 0MB assuring us, 
'^ . That the instructions on carrying out the freeze are not intended to supersede 
federal statutes." We believe, implicit in that statement, that the President does not 
desire to supersede federal statute in other areas. But by these propcwed reductions 
and eliminations lie will accomplish by administrative inaction that which may not 
b^ accomplished through legislative change whieh would be the appropriate vehicle 
the current Administation should use. We must question his authority to take these 
actions that have the potential, of comjiletely eliminating the new initiatives in 
Public Law 96-466, as well as, undermining the entire vocational rehabilitation 
program. . * • ^ < ' 

We would also like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that this impacts on a relatively 
small pumber of disabled veterans who have been determined to be most in need 
and are statutorily entitled to specific benefits and services under vocational reha* 
bilitation. There are, as of the end of the month January 1981. 15,323 disabledf 
veterans enrolled with an estimated 28,00(Land 27,000 to be enrcflled in fis^.years 
1981 and 1982, respectively. 

We find it incredible, Mr.^Chairman, that at a time when the Administratix)n is 
proposing to strengthen our national defenses (and the public, is apparently willing 
to spend Over $200 billion for a strong national defense), by comparison, we appear 
to be willing to spend .virtually nothing for the rehabilitation of those whb served, 
houprably in past wars and conflicts and were wounded,* injured or otherwise' 
disabled in the performance of that honorable service. ' 

Public sentiment supports an effective vocational rehabilitation program for these 
disabled veterans. A survey conducted for the Veterans Administration by Louis 
Harris & Associates, Inc titled "Myths ^nd Realities: A Studv of Attitudes Toward 
Vietnam Era Veterans" released by the Veterans AdministAtion in July of 1980 
reveals the following (see pages 243-258)5 ' 

1 A two-thirds majoritv of. the public feels that the federal government should do 
more to help the V£V. [Vietnam Era veteran]. This. support never falls below 50 
percent in any^identiffable sutoroup of the general public. 

2. ^pport ranges from nearly 100 percent for disability programs ^ . The degree 
of suDport is highest for those programs that are t-.ost directly related to problems 
which the public views as service-connected. ' ^ 

3. It is noteworthy iri an era of public service cutbacks and budget retrenchments 
that almost no one in the public (1 percent), or among the employer (4 percent), dr 
educator (1 percent) samples feel that the federal government should do less to help 
the Vietnam* Era veterans. . * - , 

4. Over three-quarters (76 percent) of the Vietnam generatien cohort— those now 
aged 25^ to 34— feels the federal government should do more for VEVs: 

V- 5- Eight out of tenj^l percent) of anti-war activists feel this way? 

6. The degree of; program support tendsJto be greatest for those that deal directly 
Mth the service^onnected problems of vSifrans— for instance, the vocational reha- 
bilitation of disabled veterans/ 

7< The most favpred [VA] programs ^re financfal support for disabled veterans (98 
percent) and vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans (98 percent). 

We find it ironic, Mr Chairman, that an Administration which prides itself on an 
overwheTniing victory in the November 1980 election, based on a public mandate for 
change, including fdnewed fiscal' restraint, proposes to virtually eliminate this pro- 
gram, despite the evidence that a full 98 percent of the public surveyed by Harris & 
^Associates supports vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans. 
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Mr. Chairman, in order for the VA to be effective in any efforts to assure the 
attamment of employment as an end result of vocational rehabilitation we believe 
at lease two additional areas need to be addressed. - / 

The Veterans Administration vocational rehabilitation and counsel^g^stafT, m 
our opinion, has done very little, if any. outside^ activity to visit employer worksit^ 
' to assist the employer in any necessary modifications to that worksite These modiU- 
cations may take the form of specific 'individualized training >r actual physicar 
relocation or restructuring of job, sites to accommodate physical disabilities that 
many disabled veterans may have. Without the necessary mod^ifications, in all too 
mQny cases, the disabled , veteran may unnecessarily and unintentionally be d^ 
criminated against because of an inaccessible work place. The VA needs to ^)rovide 
this service to employers, as well as, to provide extensive training to its v^tiOnal 
rehabilitation and counseling staff to assure their Jcnowledge of current standard^ of 
accessibility and job modifitations. ,. . , ^ ■ i 

Concurrent with that we believe training needs to be accomplish^ for vocational 
rehabilitation and counseling staff to assure their knowledge of existing laws and 
regulations, specifically -those dealing with affirmative action/anti-discrimination 
impacting on federal contractors. This would assist the VA in providing, not only a 
service tathe employer as mentioned previously, bi^t would also provide- the voca- 
tional rehabilitation and counseling staff with the necessary knowledge to assure 
discrimination does not take place in the work force. . ^ . 

Mr. Chairman, in your letter of invitation to appear today you mentioned that 
H.R. 2391 introduced by Congressman Daschle would be discussed. The Disabled 
^erican Veterans has no official position on Mr. Daschle> proposal at this time • 

Again, Mr. Chairman, th^nk you for the opportunity to appear before you tpday 
and if you have any questions, I will be happy to answer them. ^ 



, The American Legion, 

Washington; D.C, April 3, 1981. 

Hon. Bob Edgar, ' ^ r, , ■ o^i • ■ jo 

Chairman, House Veterans* A ffalrs>,S^bcommitt€e on Education, Imning and Em- 
ployment, Cannon House Office Building, Washington, D.C 
Dear Chairman Edgar: The enclosed statement is being submitted in lieu of 
' personal testimony on veterans educational assistance oversight. You will note that 
the stetement also registers general support for H.R. 2391. We request that the 
enclosed material be made part of the record of your 'Subcommittees hearing on 
« March 31, 1981. • , ' r 

Mr. Chairman, our failure to present testimony on these matters was the result of 
rather strained staff resources at the*time in conjunction w;th a simultaneous 
hiring by one of your sister subcommittees whjgh^was examining SBA assistance 
to veterans. ^JF 
Your attention to and compliance 'witl^.our request is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

, . Myuo S. Kraja, 

" Director, 'National Legislative Commission, 

Statement t>r John F. Sommer, Jr., Assistai/t Director, National Veteran 
ArrAiRs AND Rehabiutation Commission, the American Legion y 

Mr. Chairman and Member^ of the subcommittee: The American Legion al^preci- 
ates the opportunity to present its views on H.R. 2391. and to comment on veterans 
educational benefit programs in general. * ^ , ^ . l 

H.Rv 2391 would amend subchapter IV of 38, United States Code. Chapter 34 by 
•44idding a new section 1687. ' . a . 

1687(a) would authorize that any eligible veteran who served on active duty 
during the Vietnam Era may be provided educational assistance under Chapter 34 
for, the purpose of pursuing a program of on-job, Craining other than apprenticeship, 
or a program of education with a vocational objective other than flight training* 
without regard to the 10 year delimiting period set forth in section 1662(aXl) of the 
title. Upon completion of such a program,^the veteran would be provided with such 
employment counseling as may be necessary to assist the veteran in obtaining 
employment consistent with the veteran's abilities, aptitudes, andMnterests. 

Section 1687(l[) would afford that thte foregoing educational assistance may be 
provided only if the veteran has been determined by a counselor at a readjustment 
. , counseling* center^^iflhed under section 612A of the title*, a State emWoyment 
' * office, a veteran's assS©Aoe office, or a Veterans Administration medical fatility as 
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being in need of such a program or course of education. Any such determination is 
to be made in accordance with regulations promulgated by the Administrator. 

Section 16S7(c) would place a 2 year limit on educational assistance under this 
section, subsequent to either the effective date of October 1, 1981. or the first day of 
thfe third calendar month following the date of enactment^ 

The American Legion is cognizant of the fact that veteran employment pr(5|rams 
under the Department of Labor have for various reasons, generally fallen short of 
their designed goals The Department of Labor has consistently failed to properly 
emphasize veterans emplovment. V 

The HIRE I and HIKE il programs, although cctenmendable in purpose, were full 
of unfulfilled promises and were never responsive ^he needs of veterans. 

Like\yise, the CETA piogram fell far short of being of meaningful assistance m 
the hinng of veterans. Of the total number of enrollees, only 10 percent have been 
veterans, and more specifically, only 4 {iercent have been veterans of the Vietnam 
era. 

The American Le^on will not place itself in a position to oppose a program to 
help unemployed Vietnam veterans, particularly in view of the limited success of 
the foregoing examples. However, we would recommend that, someone in Congress 
be prepar^ to answer to those veterans with equally valid claims, who were unable 
to use their edth^tional benefits Within the 10 year delimiting period for reasons 
beyond their control if Chapter 34 is to be the prpgram under which such benefits 
are to be provided For example, a catastrophic illness incurred by the spouse or a 
child of the veteran results in enormous medical bills which prohibit the veteran 
from enrolling in an educational institution. Once the illness no longer exists and 
theNjnancial problems are resolved, the veteran finds that he or she is unable to 
tlBike advantage of educational benefits under Chapter 34 because of the expiration 
of the IQrii^rs subsequent to discharge from the Armed Forces. 

The Afiierican Ugion is opposed to a totally open-ended entitlement program 
under this Chapter, as once tne delimiting^ period is eliminated such a program 
would no longer be considered a readjiistment program, but a gratuitious benefit 
which would be difficult to justify, especially in the prevailing atmosphere of fiscal 
austerity. . . , 

An alternative would be the development of a separate program containing the 
benefits included in the instant legis^tion, aimed at the problems of the relatively 
small number of Vietnam veterans who are continuing to face unemployment , or 
underemployment as the result of a need for additional vocational education. 

Mr Chairman, The American Legioit is also concerned that increases in vocation- 
al rehabilitation subsistence allowances, educational and training assistance 
allowances, and special assistance payable to eligible veterans and persons under 
adapters 31, 34, and 35 of title 38, Unified States (Jode, have not kept pace with the 
increases in the Consumer Price Index, and the increasing cpsts of education over 
the past several years. We realize that Public Law 96-466 provided a 17 percent 
increase in the 'subsistence allowance paid ' veterans enrolled in a vocational reha- 
bilitation program under Chapter 31, effective October h 1980; and that Chapter 34 
and Chapter 35 assistance was increased a total of 10 percent in two increntents, 5 
percent effective October 1, 1980, and the balance effective January J, 1981. Howev- 
er, prior to ,the enactment of Public Law 96-466 the benefits provided under these 
programs had not been increased since October 1, 19^7. 

JThe cost-of-living as reflected in the Consumer Price Index, contimies to increase 
at a substantial annual rate tlius making it difficult for veterans and other persons 
'receiving«^ben€fits under these educational programs to continue or complete thefr 
training, without continued incre^ in these Allowances. Therefore, we urge that 
Congress examine the adequacy of current benefit levels payable under Chapt^ 31, 
34, and 35, in order to ensure that a large number of those persons now engaged in 
education or training will not have to forego or modify their plans Ux pursue such 
programs under the foregoing provisions of title 38, United States Code. Resolution 
No 301 (Ohio), approved by the Delegates, to our 1980 National Convention sets the 
policy foivthe Legion in this area. ' ... • 

Mr 'Chairman, The Amencan Legion is quite concerned about the continuing 
eConomc and readjustment problems, and the unemployment of Vietnam Era veter- 
ans and, as mentioned at the outset, we appreciated this opportunity to present our 
views to the Subcommittee. 



Sixty-Second Annual National Convention or the American Legion, Boston, 
Mass., August 19, 20, 21, 1980 

' Resolution: No, 301 (Ohio). 

Committee: Veterans Affairs-imd Rehabilitation. 



<!.iKi«>f To assure that increases in Iducational and training assistance 
^n^^ InderChapti« 31 34. 35. and 36 of title 38. U.S.C . are consistent w,th 

'"vi^^'^n^r^tl'^M rehabilitation subsistence allovjanoes. educa^or^ 
al and t^minglSislance allowance and soecial 

nroKrams to continue or complete such programs; and 

Whereas without continued increases in these allowances to keep pace with the 
cJaCng!^ can exited that a large majority of those P?«°"f 
m education or training wll have to forego or modify their plans to PU«ue pro- 
ofldu^tion or training under the foregoing provisions of title 38. United 

meSTh"e American Legion is very concerned about the continuin^eco^^^^^^ 
and readiustment problems, and the unemployment of the Vietnam 
«^ J^flli^^tot tS™aim and purposes of educational and training programs is to 
pravide sSTh veterans" needed to enter the employment 

■^'^RM%T^TA^^n Legion in National Convention #embled in Boston. 
M^h^tt^. Aug,^ 1T20" 2M980. that The American Ugion continue to exert 
ev^eff^ pi^ibVto ^ure that those veterans and other persons engage! in 
Etfon anrTraining programs under Chapters 31. 34 35. and 36 of title 38 
Un"t^ Ste?^ C«fe. shlll te provided an adequate and realistic increase in monthly 
payments to" keep pace.with cost-of-living increases. 
Approved with amendment. • 

O 
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